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GENERAL INTRODUCTION






In the last decades, the dominant trend has shiifted transactional to relationship
marketing. In the 20th century, transactional mtankge which focuses on individual
transactions, was the predominant trend. Transadtinarketing campaigns focus on the actual
sales process for products by promoting sales enhibpe to attract more and more new
customers. A typical example of transactional miankeis a promotional price reduction. It is
characteristically short-term oriented and givesmportance for customer relationship. On
the other hand, relationship marketing is concermgtth developing and strengthening
relationships with both current and prospectivetauers (Buttle and Maklan 2009).
Relationship marketing aims to value the long-teehationship between the company and its
customers. The main emphasis of relationship niaxkstrategies are on retention of existing
customers for the long-term benefits of the companyon attracting new customers on a daily

basis.

The management of customer relationships has becn@p priority for many
companies (Verhoef et al. 2010). In fact, the amedntal reason that companies want to build
relationships with customers is economic. Stromgstomer relationships have been found to
enhance seller performance outcomes, including satewvth, shares, and profit (Morgan and
Hunt 1994; Palmatier et al. 2006). The belief thaesting in relationship marketing strategies
builds stronger, more trusting customer relatiopshhas led to massive spending on
relationship marketing strategies in companies (ar and Hunt 1994). Relationship
marketing can be defined aall‘marketing activities directed towards estabirgl) developing
and maintaining successful relational excharigb®rgan and Hunt 1994, p. 22). This concept
of relationship marketing has received an explogneavth in attention in marketing literature
and practice.

A relationship is composed of a series of inteva&cgpisodes between dyadic parties

over time (Buttle and Maklan 2009) . Each epissammposed of series of interactions, which



consist of communicative behaviors between two igartButtle and Maklan 2009).
Relationships exist only when interdependence batwiee two partners exists (Hinde 1979).
For example, when a customer buys occasionally spioeery products in a store, it is a
transaction, not a relationship. However, whenctiigomer returns several times to that same

store, because he or she prefers that particulee, st relationship occurs.

Increased customer loyalty is one of the most commotcomes expected from
relationship marketing strategies. Indeed, previ@search has shown that the costs of serving
loyal customers are less because loyal customeilgess price sensitive, spend more time with
the company, and pass on positive recommendatiomst daheir favorite brands or suppliers
(Reichheld 1996). With their relationship markegtstrategies, companies thus expect to build
strong relationships with their customers and cqueatly, hold a loyal and profitable customer
base.

Traditionally, research in the field of relationghmarketing has pointed out that trust
and commitment are essential ingredients for bugdong-term relationships (Morgan and
Hunt 1994). A few years later, the concept oftreteship quality has emerged. It can be
considered as an overall assessment of the strehgthelationship (Garbarino and Johnson
1999). Relationship quality is reflected by a camaltion of relationship satisfaction, trust, and
commitment (De Wulf et al. 2001). Trust has beescdbed asthe glue that holds a
relationship together across time and differentseges” (Buttle and Maklan 2009, p. 27).
When mutual trust exists between partners, bothnreotvated to make investments in the
relationship. Trust is defined & willingness to rely on an exchange partner whone has
confidence” (Rotter 1967, p. 651) and exists when someonecbadence in an exchange
partner’s reliability and integrity (Morgan and Hur994). Commitment is an enduring desire
to maintain a valued relationship (Moorman et 802; Palmatier et al. 2006). Relationship

satisfaction is a consumer’s affective state regylfrom an overall appraisal of his or her



relationship with a company (De Wulf et al. 200¥/¥Yhen conducting research in relationship
marketing, it is also essential to consider invoieat. Indeed, product category involvement
is a contextual factor that influences the effeatiess of relationship marketing tactics (Gordon
et al. 1998). Involvement is most frequently cqtoalized as perceived personal relevance

(Zaichkowsky 1985).

More recently, customer relationship managemermtares) has evolved and marketing
scholars are paying more attention to the condepisiomer engagement (Brodie et al. 2011).
In this increasingly networked society where custmsitan interact easily with other customers
and companies through social networks and other media, non-transactionalcustomer
behavior is becoming more important (Verhoef et 2010). The concept of customer
engagement captures the non-transactional behaefocsistomers and can be defined as
“customers’ behavioral manifestations toward thahgpany, beyond purchase, resulting from

motivational drivers”(van Doorn et al. 2010, p. 254)

The above-mentioned concepts of trust, commitmsatisfaction, involvement and
engagement and loyalty are essential in relatipnstarketing and closely related, yet they are
conceptually distinct from one another. There rsead to better understand the distinctions
between these relationship-marketing concepts andlhey are linked. The following section
tries to address this issue. The theoretical maplgéars in Figure 1. We start by defining each

construct based on our literature review and prepmsv the constructs are linked.



Figure 1: Theoretical model of relationship mankgti
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Loyalty has been defined and operationalized inyrdifierent ways. Traditionally,
customer loyalty has been considered as a behawaasure. That is, loyalty of a customer
as observed from the customer’s purchase behawiohe retailing context, to measure loyalty,
the following measures of customer behavior aremmomly applied by practitioners: Share of
Purchase (SOP) that measures the relative shareugtomer’s purchase as compared to the
total number of purchases and Share of Visits (Sth&) measure the number of visits to the
store as compared to the total number of visitalltgpatronized stores in the same category
(Magi 2003). Other commonly used measures inchidae of Wallet (SOW), which is the
expenditure at a specific store as a fraction @l twategory expenditures. But, many research
pointed out that “true” behavioral loyalty by itselannot be a measure of ‘true’ customer
loyalty and can be an unreliable predictor of coso profitability (Kumar and Shah 2004).
Shoemaker and Lewis (1999) proposed that ‘truetorner loyalty is difficult to build and
sustain without including the underlying attitudiaapects of the customer that drive customer

behavior.



Currently, researchers commonly agree that loyalpmposed of a psychological, as
well as a behavioral component and rely on follgndtefinition: “A deeply held commitment
to rebuy or repatronize a preferred product/serviomsistently in the future, thereby causing
repetitive same-brand or same brand-set purchasbhggpite situational influences and
marketing efforts having the potential to causetaving behavior” (Oliver 1997, p. 392)
Loyalty reflects the customer’s intention to maintdoe relationship in the future and captures
the likelihood of continued purchases. Palmatieal.e(2006) proposed that it is a composite
or multidimensional construct combining differembgpings of intentions, attitudes and seller

performance indicators.

Relationship satisfaction

The first component reflecting the quality of tieéationship is relationship satisfaction.
Satisfaction is regarded as an important conceq@ationships (Garbarino and Johnson 1999).
Satisfaction is defined dthe consumer’s response in a particular consump#xperience to
the evaluation of the perceived discrepancy betvpe®n expectations (or some other norm of
performance) and the actual performance of the pobdeceived after its acquisition(Day
1969, p. 496). Satisfaction is also considerepl@asurable fulfilment (Oliver 1997). It is the
consumer’s sense that consumption provides outcamgasst a standard of pleasure versus
displeasure (Oliver 1999).

Cumulative relationship satisfaction is disting@dtirom transaction-specific customer
satisfaction, which is an immediate post-purchasduative judgment or affective reaction to
the most recent transactional experience (Olive7)9 Relationship satisfaction is
conceptualized as an affective state and is corexicees a cumulative effect over the course of
a relationship compared with satisfaction thatpscsfic to each transaction (Anderson et al.

1997). When a customer is satisfied with the i@tship, he/she will be more likely to trust



and be committed in the relationship. Previousaesh found a positive relationship between

overall relationship satisfaction and trust and sotment (Garbarino and Johnson 1999).

Trust and commitment

The second component of relationship quality isttrurrust is the ¢onfidence in an
exchange partner’s reliability and integrittMorgan and Hunt 1994, p. 23). Trust is impottan
because it acts as relational governance mechaassuring partner reciprocity and non-
opportunistic behavior (Ganesan 1994). Trust Isuildhen the customer has confidence in
company’s reliability and integrity (Wong and SoBaD2). Confidence results from the firm
belief that the trustworthy party is reliable arashigh integrity, which are associated with
such qualities as consistent, competent, honest,réaponsible, helpful, and benevolent
(Morgan and Hunt 1994).

The third component constituting relationship giya commitment. Similarly to trust,
commitment is recognized as an essential ingredoerduccessful relationships (Morgan and
Hunt 1994). Commitment is shown Bgn exchange partner believing that an ongoing
relationship with another is so important as to vaant maximum effort to maintain it; that is,
the committed party believes the relationship istlvavorking on to ensure that it endures
indefinitely” (Buttle and Maklan 2009, p. 27). Relationships built on the foundation of
mutual commitment (Berry and Parasuraman 2004).

Trust is the confidence in a partner’s reliabibtyd integrity (Morgan and Hunt 1994)
whereas commitment is an attitude towards thefartaontaining a relationship with a partner
(Fullerton 2011). Commitment is deepened whesttmicreases. Trust is a precursor of

commitment because people are unlikely to be cotadhitnless trust is already established.

10



Moorman et al. (1992, p. 82) define trust“aswillingness to rely on an exchange
partner in whom one has confidenceThe “willingness” incorporated in this definitias a
behavioral intention that is a critical facet afdtr's conceptualization becauseone believes
that a partner is trustworthy without being willirtig rely on that partner, trust is limitéd
(Moorman et al. 1992, p. 315). In their model effationship marketing, Morgan and Hunt
(1994) found a direct positive link between trusd @ooperation. In other words, if a customer
trusts a company, then he would be willing to coaf'e Genuine confidence that a partner can
rely on another will imply behavioral intention (Mgan and Hunt 1994).

To summarize, commitment arises from trust and vatd¢s partners to cooperate in
order to preserve the relationship. Thereforetorner brand engagement (which is a
behavioral manifestation and thus, a form of coafien) is expected to be positively related
to relationship quality. Indeed, for customers wiave relevant, pre-established levels of
satisfaction, trust and commitment with a compamxyant perceived relationship quality levels
may act as antecedents of customer engagemerd witimpany (Hollebeek 2011). Moreover,
Pansari and Kumar (2016) propose that, when a m#sts relationship is satisfied and has
emotional bonding, it will progress to the stage@inpany engagement.

Relationship quality will also predict customeyélty behaviors and attitudes towards
the company. Researchers seem to agree that mrgarlationship with the brand precedes
and contributes to loyalty intentions (Algesheingtral. 2005). More precisely, loyalty is
preceded by relationship quality, which is compobgdsatisfaction, trust and commitment.
Satisfaction and loyalty are linked inextricablylig@r 1999). Satisfaction is a necessary step
in loyalty formation; it is“a seed that requires the nurturance of sun, moetand soll
nutrients” (Oliver 1999, p. 42). For satisfaction to afféayalty, frequent or cumulative

satisfaction is required (Oliver 1999).

11



Trust and commitment are also highly associatedh \ayalty. Indeed, attitudinal
loyalty reflects the customer’s intention to maintthe relationship in the future. It represents
a higher-order, or long-term, commitment of a costoto the organization (Shankar et al.
2003). The emotional states of commitment andttare necessary ingredients for a
relationship and contribute to the customer’s itilento maintain the relationship. Some

authors even argue that commitment representdtiedanal part of loyalty (Oliver 1997).

Engagement

Engagement marketing representse“firm’s deliberate effort to motivate, empower,
and measure a customer’s voluntary contributiontsomarketing functions, beyond a core,
economic transaction{Harmeling et al. 2017, p. 312). There are diffgrconceptualizations
of the termcustomer engagementAlthough it has been considered as either benalvor
psychological, a general consensus indicates thata customer’s behavioral response to a
firm, going beyond the core economic transactioan(\Doorn et al. 2010). Defining it
behaviorally rather than psychologically may befenable because it sets engagement apart
from and does not preclude other psychological toas (Harmeling et al. 2017). Customer
engagement is more than a psychological state @mtidracterized by a customedstive
behavioral manifestatignwhich is what sets engagement apart from commmitmieust,
satisfaction and involvement. Central to the cphealization of engagement is that it
embodies specific interactive customer experierteegond the central act of purchasing (van
Doorn et al. 2010; Brodie et al. 2013).

Engagement is distinct from loyalty because it doeismake comparative evaluation
of brands, nor does involve behavioral decisioninm@gkwith respect to transaction or
repurchase (Vivek et al. 2012). Although engaganerifferent from loyalty, customer

engagement with a company builds a strong conmeetith the company customers associate

12



with engagement. Engaged customers typically ayspreater brand loyalty (Jaakkola and

Alexander 2014).

Involvement

Product category involvement, defined as the peecerelevance of a product to the
interest, needs and values of a customer, witlh@uyat category, has for long being considered
as a vital aspect of consumer behavior (Zaichkowl€8b; Dwivedi 2015). Involvement acts
as a moderator of the link between relationshiplityjuand engagement. Researchers have
suggested that a relationship can add value onigustomers who are already interested in the
product (Dick and Basu 1994). They state thatlveacustomers are more likely to participate
in marketing relationships and derive value frons trelationships (Gordon et al. 1998).
Relationships may be perceived as invasive or angayhen directed at consumers with lower
levels of involvement. Consequently, relationgmigrketing could be regarded as undesirable
by customers when their involvement in the proaategory is low (Christy et al. 1996).

Involvement leads to higher motivation, heighteedusal, and increased cognitive
elaborations (Mano and Oliver 1993). High levelenfiotions strengthen the experience of
emotions, in general. The impact of emotions oopesation with the company will be
enhanced for a higher involvement product or servi®ansari and Kumar 2016). Hence,
when customers are highly involved in a producegaty, they will be more motivated to
cooperate, in other words, perform engagement betsawvith the company selling that

particular category.
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Loyalty programs

Because managers see relationship building asatmacsuperior performance, they make
efforts to build it through relationship marketitagtics. Relationships require interdependence
between two parties (Hinde 1979). To build relagimps with their customers, firms develop
tools in order to create or enhance economic vaueduced cost (Ashley et al. 2011). Over
the past decades, loyalty programs (LPs) have beaikey relationship management tool,
serving a critical role in developing relationshipmulating product and service usage, and
retaining customers (Kivetz and Simonson 2003).s BPn to increase customer loyalty by
rewarding customers for doing business with thepgamy (Liu 2007). Traditionally, LPs were
developed to engender behavioral loyalty by reweaydiontinued patronage (Dowling and
Uncles 1997). Loyalty programs were defined ascttired marketing efforts which reward,
and therefore encourage loyal behavior (Sharp &adpSL997). These traditional perspectives
on LPs suggest repeated purchase behavior thronghcfal rewards. At the heart of these
programs, is the principle of reinforcement wherdébigs believed that purchase behaviors,
which are rewarded, will be repeated. But, rapithgse programs were criticized because they
were acting more as a promotional tool than a mashato build relationships (Sharma 2007).

Customers switched from store to store to take iatdge of the best deals available.

But, nowadays, LPs aim at building relationshipthveustomers. The financial incentives
offered by programs are leveraged with non-findnaieentives to promote the formation of
long-term relationships (Brashear-Alejandro et 2016). During the last decade, these
programs have increased in number and have becareand more popular with customers.
Since competition among rival programs is intenstilers try to differentiate from each other
by innovating with their programs by offering a widariety of incentives. Many different
terms describe LPs, including reward programsticglahip marketing programs, and loyalty

cards. We use the term “loyalty program” to encosspall these forms and conceptualize LPs

14



as various marketing incentives (e.g., reward cajifts, tiered service levels, and dedicated
support contacts) that are designed to engage mastoin long-lasting relationships

(Henderson et al. 2011).

In the last decades, the boom of information tetdgyand the shifting of companies
toward relationship building with customers haverppted the development of LPs. Firms
invest a staggering $2 billion on loyalty prograesery year in the US (Gallup 2011).
Moreover, the loyalty management market is expedtedyrow USD 1.4 Billion in 2015
to USD 4.0 Billion by 2020 (Markets 2015) Accordingly, academic interest in LPs has
accelerated, with increasing numbers of publicationmajor marketing journals as shown in

Figure 2.

Figure 2: the number of academic publications galty programs
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The accounted journals are Journal of Marketingrrial of Retailing, Journal of Consumer Researctrial

of the Academy of Marketing Science, Journal of kééing Research, International Journal of Research

Marketing, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Indasiarketing Management, Journal of Service Re$garc

Marketing Science, Journal of Business Researeinkéling Letters

For companies, LPs are among the most popular niagki®ols developed to achieve

the following objectives: collect information, irmase customer retention, and enhance
customer relationships (Demoulin and Zidda 2009 det al. 2015; Ashley et al. 2016). For
many firms, LPs are key for information collectionGaining data helps them customize
offerings and optimize their strategies, with tmeb#ion to engage their customers in long

lasting relationships. In today’s market scenariayhich competition is intense and the world
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has become a unified market, it is crucial for firto keep their customers engaged. A recent
study found that fully engaged customers accoufiead 23% increase in revenue, whereas
actively disengaged customers resulted in reveraesaf 13% (Gallup 2011). These statistics
indicate that firms should focus on designing sgas that ensure customer engagement.
Approximately 60% of companies rank customer engeye as their top priority (Bluewolf
2013) and managers cite it as critically importéhierney 2013). LPs, as a prevalent
engagement strategy tool, aim to enhance custorapggEigement in long-term relationships
and thereby increase a firm’s long-term profitapiliHowever, despite the growing interest in
LPs, their value to the firm is a source of debatkctually, LPs are not fully living up
expectations. The good news is that, customdrtose to join loyalty programs with no sign
of slowing down. Memberships jumped by 26% to BiBion, from 2012 to 2014.
Furthermore, the total number of members of LPddmade is likely to have doubled between
2010 and 2015 (Berry 2015). However, the bad niewtbat active participation in those
programs continues to decline. More than halthef inembers (58%) do not even bother to
participate, much less become engaged and enttiasiesnbers (Berry 2015). These numbers
confirm previous academic work that found that ayveigh percentage of consumers who

subscribe are not card loyal (Mauri 2003).

From an academic point of view, the debate on waretls are truly effective also
continues. Marketing researchers have studiecttfieetiveness of LPs extensively. A first
group of authors has studied the effect of LPsumtamer behavior (Wang et al. 2016). Some
studies found positive effects of LPs on purchaskalior (Lewis 2004), whereas others
provide showed no or negative effects (Sharp araBho97; Magi 2003). A second stream
of research studied the effects of LPs on custdnagéiitides (Steinhoff and Palmatier 2016).
Specifically, with regard to LPs, there are distiftoms of attitudinal loyalty. Two types of

loyalty have been identified by previous reseaitlafd Jeon 2003; Evanschitzky et al. 2012):

16



program loyalty and company loyalty. Program ltya having a positive attitude towards
the benefits of the LP whereas company loyalty asifg a positive attitude towards the
company (Yiand Jeon 2003). Both loyalties aréedgnt in nature. Program loyalty constitutes
a more economic short-term loyalty and company ltgyis more long-term emotional in
nature, since it is driven by the quality of thiatienship with a company (Evanschitzky et al.
2012). Onthe one hand, some previous studiesifpasitive effects of LPs on program loyalty
(Evanschitzky et al. 2012; Kang et al. 2015), whitturns positively impacts company loyalty
(Yiand Jeon 2003). However, on the other hanahesauthors argue that LPs are shams in the
sense that they produce liabilities (short-ternmaltyyto the program) rather than assets (long-
term company loyalty) (Dowling and Uncles 1997; §u 2005). They suggest that LPs will
create liabilities for companies by promising fe@uewards and making customers loyal to
these incentives rather than foster long-term icelahips. A third stream of research in the
context of LPs emphasized the importance of hathegppropriate LP design and rewards to
increase behaviors or attitudes towards LPs (Karad. 2015). Reward structure has been
largely studied in previous literature. Prior @®d has investigated the effects of the reward
form (monetary vs. non-monetary) (Bridson et al0o&0 the aspirational value (luxury vs.
necessity) (Kivetz and Simonson 2002), the brameard compatibility (brand-related vs. non-
brand-related) and reward timing (immediate vsagedl) (Keh and Lee 2006). Other LP
design components have also been studied sucterbenship requirements (Ashley et al.
2016), program structure (Kopalle et al. 2012),npaitructure (Dreze and Nunes 2009) or

program communication (Dorotic et al. 2014).

To conclude, while LPs’ importance keeps on risiragn managerial and academic
points of view, their worth remains debatable. ddeshers have investigated the ability of LPs
in building satisfaction, trust, commitment, pragréoyalty and company loyalty. However,

whereas one of the main objectives of LPs is ttdlmiistomer engagement, to the extent of our

17



knowledge, no research exists on the ability of ibFsuilding customer engagement. For LPs
as a relationship marketing strategy to succeéslciucial that members cooperate and engage
with LPs. But, numbers show that managers failetmage their members with LPs.
Additionally, academics continue questioning théitgtof LPs to build emotional company

loyalty rather than economic, short-term prograyalty.

This doctoral dissertation builds on this challegreality and aims assessing the
effectiveness of LPs in building engagement araltypy The general objective of this doctoral
dissertation appears in bold in Figurel this dissertation, we focus on thesitiveoutcomes
of LPs and more specifically, how LPs camhance relationships through customer

engagement and loyalty

Figure 3 : The general objective of this doctoiasdrtation in the theoretical framework of relatibip marketing
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Purpose of the dissertation and research questions

The comprehensive objective of this doctoral rede# to uncover important factors
that can further the current understanding of custoresponses to LPs. The main objective
of this research is tassess the effectiveness of loyalty programs itdibgi customer

engagement and loyaltyTo achieve this objective, four questions ateotiuced.

To be an effective instrument for firms to obtaustomer knowledge and develop
relationship strategies, it is key that customergage in LPs. The use of loyalty cards as a
knowledge tool has become very critical to devétom-term engagement strategies. Hence,
knowledge accumulates only if cards are used. bae for the engagement strategies to
succeed, it is necessary that customers respdhd thverse incentives proposed. Traditional
operational metrics, such as enrolment and redempdtes, offer useful insights into the health
of a LP. However, there is a need to define aoll#i metrics that measure the level of
engagement generated. Operational metrics usedamagers should be complemented by
engagement-based metrics (Capgemini 2015). @egphe increasing managerial and
theoretical importance of engagement, little aitenbhas been paid to the study of engagement
from an LPs’ perspective. In this doctoral dissgon, we are interested in providing insights
on how to engage customers with LPs. Althougdrd is a clear evidence that the main
objectives with LPs is to engage customers in l@mg: relationships (Ashley et al. 2016;
Crowdtwist 2016), the definition and the conceptaadlon of customers’ engagement in LPs
is less obvious. Previous research has soughtawide various measures of engagement
including consumer brand engagement (Hollebeel.e2044; Dwivedi 2015), community
engagement (Baldus et al. 2015) or brand engagemes#lf-concept (Sprott et al. 2009).
However, none of these measures captures the coitygdécustomers’ engagement with LPs.

This leads to the first question of this doctoeslgarch:

Research question 1: What is engagement with LBhiaw to measure it?
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Following the clarification of the LP engagemenhcept and the development of a valid
scale for it, we focus on the impact of LP engag#&me company engagement. Indeed, as the
final objective of LPs is to create long-term relaships and thus increase company
engagement, it seems crucial to understand howormest engagement in LPs will affect
customer engagement with the company. This leatsetformulation of the second research

guestion of this doctoral dissertation:

Research question 2: How is LP engagement linkéda@mpany engagement?

Furthermore, in order to be able to increase LRagament, it is necessary to understand
the potential elements of an LP’s design that cahaece some forms of customers’
engagement with LPs. Previous research pointetti@mutcustomers’ participation in LPs are
driven by LPs’ perceived benefits (De Wulf et @03). This leads to the formulation of the

third research question of this doctoral dissertati

Research question 3: What type of LP perceivedfltemell enhance LP engagement?

Finally, whereas many LPs may falil in building eggaent, they might also fail in creating
company loyalty with LPs and create program loyaistead. Previous research studied the
antecedents of both loyalties and how they arestinkfi and Jeon 2003; Evanschitzky et al.
2012), but they did not consider both conceptsttmgein order to investigate how to make
customers more company loyather thanprogram loyal with LPs. Accordingly, we formulate
the third question of this doctoral dissertatioricdl®ws:

Research question 4: How to create long-term comgdawalty rather than short-term

program loyalty with LPs?
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Outline of the dissertation

This doctoral dissertation consists of three essaydthough each essay more
particularly pertains to one (or two) of the abawentioned research questions, these three
essays are complementary in bringing new insigtits gustomer responses to LPs. In Figure
4, the four research questions (RQ) are indicateald and the essays addressing these

guestions are represented as frames.

Figure 4: Research questions addressed by the¢bsag's in this dissertation

_______________________________________________________________

i Essay 1 i
.I_Es_sz;y_Z__________________i___R_Q_l_ _____________ !
E ' | Loyalty program | RQ 2 Company
E V’ engagement JE engagement
| g g T
: E
! Loyalty !
| programs !

______________________________ RQ 4
Loyalty program |[*—  * Company
loyalty loyalty
Essay 3

The way in which the research questions, previouslyiewed arguments and
propositions are articulated through the three yasssa outlined in the present section and
summarized in Table 1, which also recapitulatesrésearch design, methodology and main

findings of each of the three studies.

In the first essay our aim is to address the first two research tiues and thus
investigate what engagement with LPs is, how tosmesit and how it is linked with company
engagement. In this essay, we start by reviewixigtieg research that focuses on the
conceptualization of engagement. We then reveaaleskmitations of the existing scales to
measure engagement with LPs. Afterwards, we follogv principles of scale development
recommended by DeVellis (2012). We then assessqbiralvalidity by investigating the link
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between LP and company engagement. This essay ogligualitative and quantitative studies.
With the help of a qualitative study, we conceph&lLP engagement according to six
behavioral manifestations that seem to be hiereatiigiordered by intensity levels: proactively

using card, redeeming points, being receptive formation, adapting purchase behavior,
sharing information, and searching for informatidvext, we generate an initial pool for each
of the dimensions based on the qualitative dataoantthe review of relevant engagement and
LP literature. We then conduct a series of tworesys to assess the scale’s dimensionality,
reliability, validity (convergent, discriminant amacremental validity). With the third study,

we also assess the hierarchy of the scale by @siBgttman scalogram and Mokken scale
analysis. With a fourth study, we cross validate scale and test the predictive validity by

studying the impact of LP engagement on compang@sment.

The findings empirically validate the multi-dimeosal conceptualization of
engagement proposed in our qualitative study. r@sults also found support for convergent,
discriminant and incremental validity. As predicted our qualitative study, the Guttman
scalogram and the Mokken scale analysis confirmfeat P engagement behavioral
manifestations vary in intensity levels. Some lIdgagement behaviors such as card usage or
point redemption are considered as less demandiaffart and are more frequently executed
by LP members, other behaviors such as sharingaoclsing for information appear to be more
demanding in effort and less likely to be executdginally, our results underscore that not all
LP engagement behaviors are correlated with compagggement. Behaviors that are not
much demanding in effort (card usage, point redem@nd receptivity to information) are not

highly correlated with company engagement.
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Table 1 : Research questions, methodological @iemt and key findings of each essay

Essay One Essay Two

Essay Three

Focus

Specific research questions

Dependent Variable s
Inde pendent Variables

Moderating Variables

Method / Sample / Analyses

Key Findings

Measuring customer's engagement in LPs and sgufiykitwith
company engagement .
What is LP engagement and how to measure it? Are LP
engagement behaviors hierarchically orde

engagement with LPs.
What type of design (inducing utiltarian vs. heidasr
recognition benefits) will enhance LP engagem:

How is LP engagement linked with company engagement

Company engagement LP engagement

LP engagement LP perceived benefits

- Product category involvement and company loyalty
Study 1: qualitative study (N=22) - content analys Study 1: Online survey (scenario-based exmetijr(N=307) -
General Linear Models

Study 2: Online survey (N=383) - Exploratory facémralysis

Study 3: Online survey (N=692) - Confirmatory facamalysis &
Mokken scale analysis

Study 4: Online survey (N=1767) - Structural Equratnodelling
and bootstrap for mediation

LP engagement is composed of a set of hierarchimalered  Utiitarian benefits better enhance LP participatimder low
behavioral manifestations: using card, being réepd involvement, hedonic benefits are more effectivaeurhigh
information, redeeming points, adapting purchasgeter, involvement.

sharing information & searching for information

Using card, being receptive to information and esdieg points Recognition benefits are effective to enhance Lifigization,
are not good predictors of company engagement.pifda but only with already loyal customers

purchase behavior, sharing and searching for irgtom mediate

their relationship with company engagement.

Investigating what type of LP design wil enhand@ members' Investigating how to make customers company loyahér than

LP loyal) with LPs.
What behavioral patterns wil reduce the gap betwgegram
loyalty and company loyalt
What LP-related communication will reduce the gapeen
program loyalty and company loyalty?
The gap between program loyalty amgpaay loyalty.
Speed of earning loyalty points, redemption rat l#Pr-related
communication

Study 1: survey data + behavioral data (N=178@hedr
Regression Modelling

Study 2: Online survey (field experiment) (N=15Qirear
Regression Modelling

High speed of earning or high redemption rate reslibe gap
between program loyalty and company loyalty bub lsigeed of
earning combined with high redemption increasesgap.

Brand-related monetary direct communication incesabe gap
between program loyalty and company loyalty.
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More demanding behaviors (adapting purchase behawbaring and searching for
information) have higher correlation levels withnqeany engagement. Based on the above
findings, this first essay adds on previous reseascproviding researchers with a valid and
reliable scale of LP engagement. It also contebubd previous LP research by showing that
traditional metrics to evaluate customers’ engagenmelPs are not adequate to measure their
engagement with the company. This first essay@lf®wss managers a tool for monitoring the
entire set of customers’ responses to LPs. Intiaddiit provides recommendations on what
LP engagement behaviors managers need to encofmagengaging their customers in

relationships.

In thesecond essayve address the third research question and ige¢stwhat type of
LP perceived benefits increases LP engagementfirgfeeview the literature on the benefits
customers are likely to derive when being engagéld an LP. Based on the findings of
Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle (2010), there are timegor types of LP perceived benefits:
utilitarian benefits, hedonic and symbolic benefitdtilitarian benefits are tangible in nature
and are related to the monetary incentives of tRewhereas hedonic benefits are more
emotionally gratifying benefits based on more igiate incentives such as exclusive members’
invitations to special events, content-based comeation or special services to LP members.
Utilitarian benefits are divided into two sub dinseans: exploration benefits (discovering new
content) and entertainment benefits (the percedemiee of amusement). Symbolic benefits
refer to the extrinsic advantages that LPs canigeawn relation for self-esteem and are divided
into recognition (customers feel better treatedhtbéhers) and social benefits (feeling of
belonging to a group) (Mimouni-Chaabane and Vo0&®. Because of their nature, social
benefits are more customer-dependent than compapmgrdent. We thus decide to focus on
the impact of recognition benefits in the secorghgs Across an online experiment, this essay

investigates what type of benefits companies shinddce to enhance their LP members’
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engagement. The study consists of an online exeati based upon a well-known Belgian
grocery retailer and involving a 2x2 between-sulogesign. In the utilitarian condition, price
reductions were offered whereas in the hedonic itionda culinary recipe was presented.
Recognition benefits were manipulated with persaatibn. In the recognition condition,
respondents had to imagine being “Pierre” or “Mirgi and love Italian products. In the
recognition scenario, e-mails were addressed trf@ior “Virginie” and Italian products were
presented. Based on a non-student sample of 3pbndents, the findings of this online
experiment show that inducing recognition beneditan effective strategy to LP engagement,
especially for already loyal customers. This statho shows that utilitarian benefits have a
positive effect on LP engagement, but only underitovolvement. On the other hand, hedonic
benefits seem more effective to enhance the LP gamgant levels of highly involved
customers. Based on the above findings, the sesssal/ adds on previous studies by showing
how to enhance LP engagement. Numbers show thagngdgement rates are low and,
although engagement is crucial to build long-teefationships, existing literature lacks in
providing recommendations on how to enhance LP gamant. Second, whereas research in
the context of LPs mainly focuses on LP value, ayalty or company loyalty (Yi and Jeon
2003; Evanschitzky et al. 2012), this study addpm@vious LP research by considering a new
outcome: LP engagement. Third, by considering lwvement and loyalty as moderators, this
study confirms that customers are heterogeneobhsr@spect to their responses to LPs (Kopalle

et al. 2012). .

The third essayaddresses the fourth research question and igaéssi how LPs can
enhance loyalty to the company rather than loyaltyhe program. We start by a short review
on the different types of loyalties that LP membzas develop. As written above, customers
differentiate between loyalty to the program anghlty to the company (Yi and Jeon 2003).

LP loyalty is more short-term and economic in natwhereas company loyalty is more long
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term and emotional in nature (Evanschitzky et@lL2). A common critic towards LPs is that
they can develop customers’ short-term LP loyadtyd(thus create liabilities for companies)
rather than long-lasting relationships (creatingglderm assets). The main objective of the
essay is to investigate how to decrease the gapebatprogram loyalty and company loyalty.
In a first study, we identify behavioral patterbsiged on customers’ speed of earning loyalty
points and redemption rates) that tend to reduegap between program loyalty and company
loyalty. A dataset of 1786 members of a well-kngwetrol provider’s LP is set up based on
behavioral data (for speed of earning and redemptie) and survey data (for attitudinal
measures). The results of our linear model shawttigh speed of earning or a high redemption
rate reduce the gap between program loyalty andpaosnloyalty, whereas high speed of
earning combined with high redemption rate increhge gap. A second study investigates
what type of communication managers should usedaae the gap between program loyalty
and company loyalty. A field experiment followiag2x2 between-subjects design (monetary
vs. non-monetary and brand-related vs. non-braladece communication) is conducted in
order to test the effect of different e-mails orstauners’ attitudinal program and company
loyalty. An initial survey is conducted amongla members, followed by a series of e-mails
containing the manipulations and finally a secondvey (identical to the first survey) is
undertaken to evaluate customers’ attitudes dfteetmails. Based on a dataset corresponding
to 150 LP members, the findings show that branatedl monetary communication increases
the gap between program loyalty and company loyaliye findings of this essay add on
previous literature by studying the important mstifficiently explored link between behaviors
and attitudes in the context of LPs. Second, ratien studying the antecedents and impact of
both types of loyalties, this essay considers L& @mpany loyalty together by investigating
how to decrease tlgap between both. Third, it adds on previous resehycbonfirming that

members can be segmented according to their pasntsnulation and redemption rates (Frisou
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and Yildiz 2011) and showing how these rates impheir attitudes. Finally, it adds on

previous studies stating that widely used mongtaoynotions might not always be effective.

Altogether, these three essays contribute to andveemain objective of this doctoral
dissertation, e.g. assessing the effectivenedseolPs in building customer engagement and
loyalty. In contrast with prior research on LPattdid not consider customers’ engagement
with LPs as a factor influencing its effectivenesis doctoral research assesses the
performance of LPs based on customers’ engageméRs, which in turn influences company
engagement. These essays also contribute by pmgwdth a better understanding of what
behaviors characterize program loyal vs. compayal loustomers. Furthermore, this doctoral
dissertation provides insights on what reward tgpé kind of direct communication need to
be implemented to make customers more engageduddddng-term loyalty. The three essays
briefly described in this introduction are presenie turn in the following sections of this

doctoral dissertation.
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Epistemological perspective of this dissertation

In general, the epistemological branch of this dadtresearch is positivism, and more
particularly the vision of Karl R. Popper (Popp&5%). Karl Popper is generally regarded as
one of the greatest philosophers of science of afcentury. Within the positivist
epistemological branch, there were two importamiopks: the first period was created by the
founding fathers (A. Comte, Bentham, Mill and Duekh) and the circle of Vienna (Carnap),

and the second period that followed was createtthdiopperian revolution

Popper contributed to the positivist's epistematagbranch in several ways. He kept
the main aspects of logical positivism; for examgie never abandoned the notion that
scientific knowledge is the pursuit of truth. Hovweeyvhe criticized some of the theories of his
predecessors. Popper makes a clear distinctioreketfacts and human norif€., scientific
formulations). Facts are facts but the way eackqgremterprets these facts is different. This
difference in interpretation is what makes humams) we do not experience the facts in the
same way. Furthermore, Popper says thatimpossible to access to trythven though facts
lead to truth, we can never be sure. We cannofyverierything and this is a complete

revolution of Kant’s point of view.

To investigate the main objective of this doctatiskertation, we follow the deductive
method of testing and adopt a clear and rigoropso@gh. The research idea of our doctoral
research waderived from the existing literatur&or Popper, it is important to compare the
new theory with the existing ones and to deternwhether it constitutes an advance upon
them. Indeed, the literature does not clearlyldistaes at this time what engagement with LPs

is and how to enhance it.

We also evaluate whether our assessment of thetigéeress of LPs in building

engagement and loyalty would constitutecgentific advanceMore specifically, we review
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literature on the effectiveness of LPs and explamw our research adds on knowledge to

previous studies.

Although our main research idea is derived from jastified on certain other scientific
statements, it remains at this stage in the redlpsychologism, as it has not been submitted
to logical examination yet. In keeping with thiea, we formulate various specific hypotheses
that could be empirically tested. For exampl@unsecond essay, we formulate the hypothesis
that utilitarian benefits would enhance LP engag#mender low involvement. Once such
hypothesis has been formulated, it can be emgyitasted. To test this hypothesis, we carry
out an experiment on a LP members’ sample, wharendependent variables, the elements of
the LP design, are manipulated. Such a methogditg the positivist approach, for two
reasons. First, because it assumes that the redhtps between the respondents and the
information they receive can be taken out of thaiural context and that the reactions that are
displayed in this setting may correspond to th@aeadents' reactions in the natural context.
Second, because we use experimentation in whiclatteenpt to control the variables, the

context and the temporal order of events, causatioaships can be inferred.

In addition, the testing of hypotheses follows Rafgpfalsifiability principle. Through
experience, we indeed find that the LP design odiaece LP engagement. However, we do so
not by testing whether our hypotheses are truebpuejecting the null hypotheses (HO). For
instance, the null hypothesis of our H1 correspdadssituation in which the utilitarian benefits
do not enhance LP engagement, under low involvem&fd can only conclude by saying that
we did not find, through experience, any caseshitivthe effect of utilitarian benefits did not
enhance LP engagement under low involvement. Tthase is no reason for us to discard our

theory that LP engagement is enhanced by utiltas@nefits, under low involvement.
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Our research has also been submitted to discussitie scientific community. First,
we start by submitting our research to the doctdisdertation jury, composed of scientific
experts in our research topic. Then, we presehteresults of our research at various academic
conferences (such as thHeuropean Marketing Academy conference the Congrés de
I'Association Francaise du Marketipgnd by submitting them for review to academiaijals
(such as th@ournal of Business ReseajcBy doing so, our results go through a reviewcpss
which constitutes a first stage of discussion amatighited number of scholars belonging to
the scientific community. Second, if the resultsoaf research stand up to this first review
process, they get published in scientific jourraaisl are therefore submitted to discussion in
the broader scientific community. Accordingly, dbeory is exposed tefutationand can be
inter-subjectively tested o keep our H1 example, other scholars mighicefs the same kind
of experiments than the ones we conducted in aeareh, and find a situation in which the

effects of utilitarian benefits do not enhance Ingagement.

30



References

Algesheimer René, Dholakia Utpal M., Herrmann AldreThe Social Influence of Brand
Community: Evidence from European Car Clubs. Jdushdlarketing 2005; 69 (3):
19-34.

Anderson Eugene W, Fornell Claes, Rust Roland Bt&@ner satisfaction, productivity, and
profitability: Differences between goods and sezgidVarketing science 1997; 16 (2):
129-145.

Ashley Christy, Gillespie Erin A., Noble Stephaie The effect of loyalty program fees on
program perceptions and engagement. Journal ohBssiResearch 2016; 69 (2): 964-
973.

Ashley Christy, Noble Stephanie M., Donthu Naveleeimnon Katherine N. Why customers
won't relate: Obstacles to relationship marketimgagement. Journal of Business
Research 2011; 64 (7): 749-756.

Baldus Brian J., Voorhees Clay, Calantone Rogelin®brand community engagement: Scale
development and validation. Journal of BusineseRef 2015; 68 (5): 978-985.

Berry Jeff. The 2015 Colloquy Loyalty Census

Berry Leonard L, Parasuraman Anantharanthan. Makeservices: Competing through
guality: Simon and Schuster, 2004.

Bluewolf. Bluewolf's annual state of salesforceartp

Brashear-Alejandro Thomas, Kang Jun, Groza MarkdYeraging loyalty programs to build
customer—company identification. Journal of BussnBesearch 2016; 69 (3): 1190-
1198.

Bridson Kerrie, Evans Jody, Hickman Melissa. Assgsshe relationship between loyalty
program attributes, store satisfaction and storallp. Journal of Retailing and

Consumer Services 2008; 15 (5): 364-374.

31



Brodie Roderick J., Hollebeek Linda D., dumiljana, lli¢ Ana. Customer Engagement:
Conceptual Domain, Fundamental Propositions, anqdidations for Research. Journal
of Service Research 2011; 14 (3): 252-271.

Brodie Roderick J., llic Ana, Juric Biljana, Holleék Linda. Consumer engagement in a virtual
brand community: An exploratory analysis. Jourrfdbosiness Research 2013; 66 (1):
105-114.

Buttle Francis, Maklan Stan. Customer relationshgnagement: Concepts and technologies

Capgemini. Fixing the cracks: reinventing loyaltpgrams for the digital age

Christy Richard, Oliver Gordon, Penn Joe. Relatigmanarketing in consumer markets.
Journal of Marketing Management 1996; 12 (1-3):-183.

Crowdtwist. The Loyalty Evolution: Growing investnteand the multichannel promise

Day George S. A Two-Dimensional Concept Of Brandydlty. Journal of Advertising
Research 1969; 9 (3): 29-35.

De Wulf Kristof, Odekerken-Schroder Gaby, de Careidarie Helene, van Oppen Claudia.
What Drives Consumer Participation to Loyalty Peogs? A Conjoint Analytical
Approach. Journal of Relationship Marketing 20081 2): 69-83.

De Wulf Kristof, Odekerken-Schroder Gaby, lacobubawn. Investments in Consumer
Relationships: A Cross-Country and Cross-Indusipgl&ration. Journal of Marketing
2001; 65 (4): 33-50.

Demoulin Nathalie, Zidda Pietro. Drivers of Custeg\édoption and Adoption Timing of a
New Loyalty Card in the Grocery Retail Market. Jwalrof Retailing 2009; 85 (3): 391.

DeVellis Robert F. Scale development: theory anglieations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications, 2012.

Dick Alan S., Basu Kunal. Customer loyalty: Towad integrated conceptual framework.

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 1924(2): 99.

32



Dorotic Matilda, Verhoef Peter C., Fok Dennis, BijtnTammo H. A. Reward redemption
effects in a loyalty program when customers chdosg much and when to redeem.
International Journal of Research in Marketing 2@4(4): 339-355.

Dowling Grahame R., Uncles Mark. Do Customer Loyd&trograms Really Work? Sloan
Management Review 1997; 38 (4): 71-82.

Dreze Xavier, Nunes Joseph C. Feeling Superior:lfipact of Loyalty Program Structure on
Consumers' Perceptions of Status. Journal of Coasiasearch 2009; 35 (6): 890-
905.

Dwivedi Abhishek. A higher-order model of consunbeand engagement and its impact on
loyalty intentions. Journal of Retailing and Consur8ervices 2015; 24: 100-109.

Evanschitzky Heiner, Ramaseshan B., Woisetschl2ageid, Richelsen Verena, Blut Markus,
Backhaus Christof. Consequences of customer lojaltye loyalty program and to the
company. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Sae2@12; 40 (5): 625-638.

Frisou Jean, Yildiz Hélene. Consumer learning aket@rminant of a multi-partner loyalty
program’s effectiveness: A behaviorist and longrt@erspective. Journal of Retailing
and Consumer Services 2011; 18 (1): 81-91.

Fullerton Gordon. Creating advocates: The rolesatisfaction, trust and commitment. Journal
of Retailing and Consumer Services 2011; 18 (1J10Q.

Gallup. Making Loyalty Programs Work: Companies miirst fully engage customers and
activate their participants

Ganesan Shankar. Determinants of long-term orientét buyer-seller relationships. Journal
of Marketing 1994; 58 (2): 1.

Garbarino Ellen, Johnson Mark S. The Different Ral&Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment

in Customer Relationships. Journal of Marketing%, %8B (2): 70-87.

33



Gordon Mary Ellen, McKeage Kim, Fox Mark AlexandeRelationship Marketing
Effectiveness: The Role of Involvement. Psychol&gWlarketing (1986-1998) 1998;
15 (5): 443.

Harmeling Colleen M., Moffett Jordan W., Arnold Ntai., Carlson Brad D. Toward a theory
of customer engagement marketing. Journal of thadamy of Marketing Science
2017; 45 (3): 312-335.

Henderson Conor M., Beck Joshua T., Palmatier Ro¥ér Review of the theoretical
underpinnings of loyalty programs. Journal of CansuPsychology 2011; 21 (3): 256-
276.

Hinde R.A. Toward Understanding Relationships. lamdAcademic Press, 1979.

Hollebeek Linda D. Demystifying customer brand egegaent: Exploring the loyalty nexus.
Journal of Marketing Management 2011; 27 (7-8):-863.

Hollebeek Linda D., Glynn Mark S., Brodie RoderickConsumer Brand Engagement in Social
Media: Conceptualization, Scale Development andddébn. Journal of Interactive
Marketing 2014; 28 (2): 149-165.

Jaakkola Elina, Alexander Matthew. The role of oustr engagement behavior in value co-
creation: a service system perspective. Journ8eofice Research 2014; 17 (3): 247-
261.

Kang Jun, Alejandro Thomas Brashear, Groza Mar€xktomer—company identification and
the effectiveness of loyalty programs. Journal o§iBess Research 2015; 68 (2): 464-
471.

Keh Hean Tat, Lee Yih Hwai. Do reward programsdbiolalty for services?: The moderating
effect of satisfaction on type and timing of rewsardournal of Retailing 2006; 82 (2):

127-136.

34



Kivetz Ran , Simonson Itamar. Earning the Rightindulge: Effort as a Determinant of
Customer Preferences Toward Frequency Program Keswdaournal of Marketing
Research 2002; 39 (2): 155-170.

Kivetz Ran, Simonson Itamar. The Idiosyncratic Heuristic: Effort Advantage as a
Determinant of Consumer Response to Loyalty Progradournal of Marketing
Research (JMR) 2003; 40 (4): 454-467.

Kopalle Praveen K., Sun Yacheng, Neslin Scott An Baohong, Swaminathan Vanitha. The
Joint Sales Impact of Frequency Reward and CustdneerComponents of Loyalty
Programs. Marketing Science 2012; 31 (2): 216-235.

Kumar V., Shah Denish. Building and sustaining pable customer loyalty for the 21st
century. Journal of Retailing 2004; 80 (4): 317-329

Lewis Michael. The Influence of Loyalty Programgiaé@hort-Term Promotions on Customer
Retention. Journal of Marketing Research 2004,331281-292.

Liu Yuping. The Long-Term Impact of Loyalty Programn Consumer Purchase Behavior and
Loyalty. Journal of Marketing 2007; 71 (4): 19-35.

Magi Anne W. Share of wallet in retailing: the effe of customer satisfaction, loyalty cards
and shopper characteristics. Journal of Retaild@B279 (2): 97-106.

Mano Haim, Oliver Richard L. Assessing the dimenaliy and structure of the consumption
experience: evaluation, feeling, and satisfactimurnal of Consumer research 1993;
20 (3): 451-466.

Markets Markets and. Loyalty Management Marketel@l Forecast to 2020

Mauri Chiara. Card loyalty. A new emerging issugliacery retailing. Journal of Retailing and

Consumer Services 2003; 10 (1): 13-25.

35



Mimouni-Chaabane Aida, Volle Pierre. Perceived beneof loyalty programs: Scale
development and implications for relational stregegJournal of Business Research
2010; 63 (1): 32-37.

Moorman Christine, Zaltman Gerald, Deshpande R&egtationships between providers and
users of market research: The dynamics of trustinviand between organizations.
Journal of marketing research 1992; 29 (3): 314.

Morgan Robert M., Hunt Shelby D. The commitmenstrtheory of relationship marketing.
Journal of Marketing 1994; 58 (3): 20-38.

Oliver Richard L.editor. Satisfaction: A behaviop@rspective on the consumer. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1997.

Oliver Richard L. Whence consumer loyalty? Jounfdlarketing 1999; 63: 33-44.

Palmatier Robert W, Dant Rajiv P, Grewal Dhruv, Bv&enneth R. Factors influencing the
effectiveness of relationship marketing: a metayaia Journal of marketing 2006; 70
(4): 136-153.

Pansari Anita, Kumar V. Customer engagement: tingtcact, antecedents, and consequences.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 201681

Popper Karl Reditor. The Logic of Scientific Disevy. New York, 1959.

Reichheld Frederich F. L'effet loyauté : réussirfigiélisant ses clients, ses salariés et ses
actionnaires. Paris: Dunod, 1996.

Rotter Julian B. A new scale for the measuremeimtefpersonal trust. Journal of personality
1967; 35 (4): 651-665.

Shankar Venkatesh, Smith Amy K, Rangaswamy Arv@uktomer satisfaction and loyalty in
online and offline environments. International joair of research in marketing 2003;

20 (2): 153-175.

36



Sharma Arun. The metrics of relationships: Meagusatisfaction, loyalty and profitability of
relational customers. Journal of Relationship Mankg2007; 6 (2): 33-50.

Sharp Byron, Sharp Anne. Loyalty programs and timepact on repeat-purchase loyalty
patterns. International Journal of Research in Idtang 1997; 14 (5): 473-486.
Shoemaker Stowe, Lewis Robert C. Customer loydltg: future of hospitality marketing.

International Journal of Hospitality Management 3,988 (4): 345-370.

Shugan Steven M. Brand Loyalty Programs: Are Thiegnss? Marketing Science 2005; 24
(2): 185-193.

Sprott David, Czellar Sandor, Spangenberg Eric. hmgortance of a General Measure of
Brand Engagement on Market Behavior: Developmert ¥alidation of a Scale.
Journal of Marketing Research 2009; 46 (1): 92-104.

Steinhoff Lena, Palmatier Robert. Understandingaliyyprogram effectiveness: managing
target and bystander effects. Journal of the AcgdeirMarketing Science 2016; 44
(1): 88-107.

Tierney Jim. Customer Engagement is companiegtiopity for 2014

van Doorn Jenny, Lemon Katherine N., Mittal Vikllsss Stephan, Pick Doreén, Pirner Peter,
Verhoef Peter C. Customer Engagement Behavior: fEtieal Foundations and
Research Directions. Journal of Service Researth; 2B (3): 253-266.

Verhoef Peter C., Reinartz Werner J., Krafft Madfr€ustomer Engagement as a New
Perspective in Customer Management. Journal ofi@:Research 2010; 13 (3): 247-
252.

Vivek Shiri D., Beatty Sharon E., Morgan Robert Kustomer engagement: exploring
customer relationships beyond purchase Journal afkéling Theory and Practice

2012; 20 (2): 127-145.

37



Wang Yanwen, Lewis Michael, Cryder Cynthia, Sprigign. Enduring Effects of Goal
Achievement and Failure Within Customer Loyalty gteoms: A Large-Scale Field
Experiment. Marketing Science 2016.

Wong Amy, Sohal Amrik. An examination of the retatship between trust, commitment and
relationship quality. International Journal of RlegaDistribution Management 2002;
30 (1): 34-50.

Yi Youjae, Jeon Hoseong. Effects of loyalty progsaom value perception, program loyalty,
and brand loyalty. Journal of the Academy of MariggScience 2003; 31 (3): 229-229.

Zaichkowsky Judith Lynne. Measuring the Involvem&unstruct. Journal of Consumer

Research 1985; 12 (3): 341-352.

38



39



40



ESSAY 1:
ARE LOYALTY PROGRAM MEMBERS REALLY ENGAGED?
MEASURING CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT WITH LOYALTY

PROGRAMS

Note: this essay is co-written as first author by thetdml candidate, in collaboration with Valérie %na
(Université catholique de Louvain) and Pietro Zi¢daiversité de Namur, Belgium).

Earlier versions of this essay have been preseatited European Marketing Academy doctoral colloqu{@ei3
— Istanbul, Turkey), at th€éongrés Annuel de I'Association Francaise du Marige(2014 — Montpellier, France
& 2016 — Lyon, France), at tHeuropean Marketing Academy confereri2@14 — Valencia, Spain).

This essay is currently in the second round ofsiewiin theJournal of Business Research

41



42



Abstract

In a quest to engage customers in long-lastingtioelships, many firms rely on loyalty
programs (LPs). They do fairly well in acquiringsnenembers of LPs, but firms often fail to
engage them in the long term. This article seeksmtierstand what engagement in LPs is, how
to measure it, and how it relates to company engage With four studies, the authors
conceptualize LP engagement as six behavioral estaifons: proactively using cards
redeeming points, adapting purchase behavior, beaugptive to information, sharing
information, and searching for information. TB6-item scale proposed to measure these
behaviors provides a viable, novel tool for deteling customers’ LP engagement. Whereas
previous research on LPs mainly considers cardeusagoint redemption behaviors as proxies
for customers’ LP engagement, the current resesirolvs that these behaviors are insufficient

indicators of the actual level of engagement in.LPs

Keywords: loyalty programs, engagement, scale dgveént, hierarchical scaling
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Introduction

Consumer brand engagement generates substantiasntespecially considering the high
costs of customer acquisition and shifts towardly@ica and data-driven marketing;
approximately 60% of companies rank customer engageas their top priority (Bluewolf,
2013), and managers cite it as critically importéhierney, 2013). Academic interest in
customer engagement also has accelerated (Brtidjeluric, & Hollebeek, 2013; Hollebeek,
Glynn, & Brodie, 2014), offering a general defiori of consumer engagement as an active
presence in the relationship (de Villiers, 2015n&r & Pansari, 2016; Raies, Muhlbacher, &
Gavard-Perret, 2015). By deploying marketing resesito engage customers in relationships,
firms can achieve greater sales, more positive wbnaouth, lower transaction costs, and better
financial outcomes (Angulo-Ruiz, Donthu, Prior, &k, 2014; Beatty, Mayer, Coleman,
Reynolds, & Lee, 1996; Palmatier, Scheer, Houstewans, & Gopalakrishna, 2007).
Engagement also induces greater marketing prodiyc{Bheth & Parvatiyar, 1995), is a good
predictor of customer loyalty, and likely enhanpedfitability (Dwivedi, 2015; Kumar, Aksoy,
Donkers, Venkatsen, Wiesel, & Tillmanns, 2010; Ran& Kumar, 2016; Vivek, Beatty,
Dalela, & Morgan, 2014). In turn, it offers a praimg means to predict and explain important

customer behaviors (Hollebeek et al., 2014).

To improve customer engagement, firms frequently ta loyalty programs (LPs), which
offer both monetary incentives and social and adgve benefits, through the customer—
company relationship. In the United States, comgmspend more than $50 billion annually
on LPs (Shaukat & Auerbach, 2011). Customers coatto enroll in more programs; between
2012 and 2014, total LP enrollments in the Unit¢ates increased by 26% (Berry, 2015).
However, after they join, many customers never gagauch that the proportion of active
members dropped from 46% to 42% between 2010 atd @Berry, 2015). Although U.S.

households belong to an average of 29 LPs, thegarsis to earn points and rewards in only
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12 (Berry, 2015). France shows a similar patted@ &f consumers possess 3—10 loyalty cards,
but they use only half of their cards (Passebaisgliecoste, & Viot, 2012). These data suggest
that firms effectively acquire new members but remanable to engage customers in

relationships based on LPs.

Furthermore, we note a general lack of understgraliout what customer engagement with
LPs means. Both practitioners and scholars receghat engaging customers in relationships
is a central program objective (Berry, 2015; Shé&rsharp, 1997), but well-developed
measures do not exist. When assessing the effeeBgeof LPs, researchers typically use
behavioral signals, such as card usage or poietmption (Bridson, Evans, & Hickman, 2008;
Evanschitzky, Ramaseshan, Woisetschlager, RicheBlaty & Backhaus, 2012). However,
considering firms’ substantial efforts to build dcbonds (e.g., contacting customers
personally), card usage or redemption might nasufBcient to describe engagement in LPs,
as confirmed by research that shows that card uaaderepeat purchases cannot lead to
relationships (Berry, 1995; Henderson, Beck, & Ralar, 2011). Thus, we note a clear need
to understand and measure various facets of custengagement attained through LPs. In
their review, Breugelmans et al. (2015) call explidor academic efforts to find metrics to
measure consumers’ engagement in LPs. In resptmsarticle proposes a formal definition
of customer LP engagement, develops a reliablevahid measure, and tests its link with

company engagement.

In turn, this study extends existing research medhmain ways. First, it contributes to
engagement literature by offering a new conceppeaspective that moves beyond existing
perspectives, by considering a set of hierarchicaliiered dimensions. Engagement is not only
multidimensional but also comprises several behiavibat vary in the degree of consumer
effort they demand. Thus, not all dimensions h&wgesame probability of occurring; some LP

engagement behaviors (e.g., proactive card usagégasy” and likely to be executed, whereas
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others (e.g., adapting purchase behavior) areflegaently executed because they are more
effortful. Second, the valid, reliable scale forasering LP engagement supports differentiated
assessments of customers’ behavioral responsePgo0Rrevious engagement literature has
provided some general multidimensional engagenaales, but they do not capture the full
complexity of LP engagement. For example, scalat rtieasure customer participation in a
company’s activities at a general level do notgatk the specific responses that companies try
to induce with their LPs (e.g., proactive card w@sagoint redemption, responses to LP
communication). Third, the proposed measure giiesdsearchers and managers a tool to
capture the entire set of consumer responses, detymir card usage or point redemption
behaviors. These commonly used behavioral mewids® engagement do not necessarily lead
to the desirable ultimate outcome: company engageniderefore, this research offers LP
managers a means to assess program members’ erggagemanage those members more
appropriately, and realize the program’s potent@l invoke more customer—company

engagement.

Theoretical background

Loyalty programs

Many different terms describe LPs, including rewardgrams, relationship marketing
programs, and loyalty cards. We use the term “lgyalogram” to encompass all these forms
and conceptualize LPs as various marketing incestfe.g., reward cards, gifts, tiered service
levels, dedicated support contacts) designed tagagustomers in long-lasting relationships

(Henderson et al., 2011).

Relationships demand interdependence between part(idinde, 1979); to build
dependence, firms seek to enhance value at a Isw(&shley, Noble, Donthu, & Lemon,
2011). Then customers weigh the benefits and ciogisther with their expectations, to decide

whether to engage in a relationship (Steinhoff &midier, 2016). In this process, value must
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be enhanced for both partners, and reciprocity gmaditude can encourage relationships
(Palmatier, Jarvis, Bechkoff, & Kardes, 2009). ®iere, in addition to economic incentives,
modern LPs include social aspects, such as redognispecial treatment, personalized
communications and offerings, personal invitatidnsspecial events, personalized price
coupons, or customized newsletters. By moving pashomic incentives, these LPs rely on

personalization and customization to build relatlips with members.

Despite the important role of LPs in companies’keing mixes, and the growing numbers
of loyalty cards in customers’ wallets, empiricaiceence about their impact on loyalty remains
uncertain. Some studies reveal positive effecth(&ed_ee, 2006; Lewis, 2004; Liu, 2007);
others show no or mixed effects (Magi, 2003; Meywaarden & Benavent, 2009; Sharp &
Sharp, 1997). To assess their effectiveness, prsatudies investigate program-related factors
and designs (Noble, Esmark, & Noble, 2014; Yi &1e2003; Zhang & Breugelmans, 2011),
customer-related factors such as purchase behavrioustomer traits (Liu, 2007; Magi, 2003),
and competition-related factors (Liu & Yang, 2008tagi, 2003). But assessing the
effectiveness of LPs also requires consideringzegletwo-way relationships (Meyer-Waarden
& Benavent, 2009) and moving beyond an exclusieegmn the company’s perspective. There
is a clear need to address customers’ relatiosgloreses, in the form of LP engagement, and

identify their active presence (or not) in the tielaship.

Engagement

Before building a definition of LP engagement, & important to understand how
engagement has been conceptualized more broadjggEément is an emergent research topic,
yet considerable conceptual and descriptive worscidleed it in various marketing fields
(Bijmolt et al., 2010; Hall-Phillips, Park, Chungnaza, & Rathod, 2016; Raies et al., 2015;
Sprott, Czellar, & Spangenberg, 2009). Practitiengenerally cite the interaction between

customers and the company, such that a custonergaged if she or he participates in the
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company’s offerings (Berry, 2015). But in acadefit@rature, no such consistent definition of
engagement exists, as illustrated in Table 1, thoenen across these varied definitions, a
common theme suggests that it reflectelationship between a consumer and some focal
object, such as a brand (Bowden, 2009; Dwivedi,52Mollebeek, 2011; Hollebeek et al.,
2014; MSI, 2010; van Doorn et al., 2010), the brarafferings (de Villiers, 2015), brand
communities (Algesheimer, Borle, Dholakia, & SingB,10; Bijmolt et al., 2010), community
members (Brodie et al., 2013), companies (Kumail.e010), organizations (Patterson, Yu,
& de Ruyter, 2006), the organization’s offeringsa(lFPhillips et al., 2016), websites (Abdul-
Ghani, Hyde, & Marshall, 2011), firm (Kumar & Pans2016; Pansari & Kumar, 2016), or

visual objects (Cian, Krishna, & Elder, 2014).

A closer examination of Table 1 reveals furthefetgdnces and contradictions in these
conceptualizations of engagement. In particulagarging the nature of the construct, some
authors define engagement as a state of mind chpkygical propensity to be in a relationship,
whereas others consider it a customer behavioctoritg. Brodie et al. (2011, 2013) regard
engagement as a psychological state; Bowden (22008)it a psychological process. But other
authors describe it as active interactions (Kuntaale 2010), behavioral manifestations
(Bijmolt et al., 2010), or active participation Mk, Beatty, & Morgan, 2012). With regard to
the dimensionality of the construct, many defimBaegard engagement as multidimensional,
combining cognitive, emotional, and behavioral pecdives. Holistic definitions acknowledge
all three dimensions (Brodie et al., 2013; Holldhez011; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Mollen &
Wilson, 2010; Patterson et al., 2006). But someaeshers view engagement as unidimensional
(Abdul-Ghani et al., 2011; Algesheimer, DholakiaH&rrmann, 2005; Baldus, Voorhees, &
Calantone, 2015; van Doorn et al., 2010). A thiiffecence relates to a dynamic perspective
on engagement. Very few authors consider its dyadacet, but some argue that engagement

is an iterative process, characterized by fluchgatiintensity levels (Brodie et al.,, 2011,
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Hollebeek et al., 2014). The process might be vita® a series of aggregated engagement
states, which are individual and context dependeuit which may be observed at different

levels of intensity or complexity at different ptsrin time (Brodie et al., 2011).
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Table 1

Definitions of engagement in previous research

References

Definition

Concept

Focal Relationship

Object

Mental State vs.
Activity

Uni- vs.
Multidimensional

Algesheimer et al.

(2005, p. 21)

Patterson et al.
(2006, p. 3)

Bowden (2009, p.

65)

Sprott et al. (2009,

p. 92)
Bijmolt et al.
(2010, p. 341)

MSI (2010)

van Doorn et al.
(2010, p. 254)

Kumar et al. (2010,

p. 297)

Community engagement refers to the positive infbesnof
identifying with the brand community, defined ae ttonsumer’s
intrinsic motivation to interact and cooperate waitmmunity
members.

Customer engagement is the level of physical, ematj and
cognitive presence in a relationship with an orgaton.

Customer engagement is a psychological processibaels the
underlying mechanisms by which customer loyaltyrfeifor new
customers of a service brand and the mechanismaizih
loyalty may be maintained for repeat purchasessaraice
brand.

Brand engagement self-concept is an individuakdifice,
representing consumers’ propensity to include ingdrbrands
as part of how they view themselves.

Behavioral manifestation includes behaviors othantpurchase,
such as word of mouth, participation in firms’ aites,
suggestions for service improvements, customereyoic
participation in brand communities, or revenge.

Customer’s behavioral manifestation taha brand beyond
purchase.

Customer’s manifestation toward a brand or firmydoel
purchase, resulting from motivational drivers.

Active interactions with a firm, prospects, andesthustomers,
whether transactional or nontransactional in natteia be
defined as customer engagement.

Brand community

engagement
Customer
engagement

Customer
engagement

Brand engagement Important brands

in self-concept

Customer
engagement

Customer
engagement

Customer
engagement
behavior
Customer
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Brand community

Organization

Service brand

Brand communities

Brand

Brand or firm

Firm, prospects and
engagement value other customers

Mental state:
motivation to
interact

Activity: physical,

emotional, and

cognitive presence

Mental state:
psychological
process

Mental state:
propensity to
include brands

Activity:
behavioral
manifestation

Activity:
behavioral
manifestation
Activity:
manifestation

Activity: active
interaction

Unidimensional

Multidimensional

Multidimensional

Unidimensional

Multidimensional

Unidimensional

Unidimensional

Multidimensional



References

Definition

Concept

Focal Relationship

Object

Uni- vs.
Multidimensional

Mental State vs.
Activity

Mollen and Wilson
(2010, p. 923)

Hollebeek (2011,
p. 790)

Brodie et al. (2011,

p. 260)

Abdul-Ghani et al.
(2011, p. 1061)

Vivek et al. (2012,
p. 133)

Online engagement is a cognitive and affective camant to an
active relationship with the brand, as personifigdhe website
or other computer-mediated entities designed tonconicate
brand value. It is characterized by the dimensafrdyynamic and
sustained cognitive processing and satisfying umsémtal value
(utility and relevance) and experiential value (¢éowal
congruence with the narrative schema encounteredmputer-
mediated entities).

Customer brand engagement is the level of an iddali
customer’s motivational, brand-related, and contlegendent
state of mind, characterized by specific levelsagnitive,
emotional, and behavioral activity in direct brangkractions.

Customer engagement (CE) is a psychological stateotcurs
by virtue of interactive, cocreative customer eigraes with a
focal agent/object (e.g., brand) in focal servielationships. It
occurs in a specific set of context-dependent dam
generating differing CE levels; it exists as a dyiw iterative
process in service relationships that cocreateevdl plays a
central role in a nomological network governingvier
relationships in which other relational conceptg.(e
involvement, loyalty) are antecedents or conseqgeititerative
CE processes. The multidimensional concept is stilyje
context- or stakeholder-specific expressions avaht cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral dimensions.

Engagement refers to a consumer’s ongoing attetdian object
of consumption, such as a website or brand.

Customer engagement is the intensity of an indalidu
participation in and connection with an organizaoofferings
or organizational activities, which either the ausér or the
organization initiates.

Engagement in an
online consumer
experience

Customer brand
engagement

Customer
engagement in
cocreating
customer
experience

Engagement with
a consumer-to-
consumer online
auction site

Customer
engagement
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Brand personified by

website or other

computer-mediated

entities

Brand

Agent/object

Website or brand

Organization’s
offerings

Mental state: Multidimensional
commitment to a

relationship

Mental state: state Multidimensional
of mind

Mental state: Multidimensional

psychological state

Mental state: Unidimensional

ongoing attention

Activity: Unidimensional
participation in and

connection with



References Definition Concept Focal Relationship  Mental State vs. Uni- vs.
Object Activity Multidimensional
Brodie et al. (2013, Consumer engagement in a virtual brand communitylues Consumer Brand community Mental state: Multidimensional

p. 107)

Cian et al. (2014,
p. 187)

Hollebeek et al.
(2014, p. 3)

Vivek et al. (2014,
p. 401)

Dwivedi (2015, p.
100)

de Villiers (2015,
p. 1956)

Baldus et al. (2015,

p. 978)

specific interactive experiences between consuargighe brand
or other community members. Consumer engagement is
context-dependent, psychological state, charaeig iz
fluctuating intensity levels that occur across dyi iterative
engagement processes. The multidimensional cocoemprises
cognitive, emational, and behavioral dimensionsl iaplays a
central role in the process of relational exchafde other
relational concepts are engagement antecedentsrand/
consequences in iterative engagement processds tithbrand
community.

Engagement the maintenance of attention to a seletiject,
resulting in longer gaze durations and increastxiatens on the
object.

A consumer’s positively valenced cognitive, ematiband
behavioral brand-related activity during, or rethte, specific
consumer/brand interactions.

Customer engagement is the level of the custonfer’potential
customer’s) interactions and connections with ttaad’s or
firm’s offerings or activities.

Consumer brand engagement is a consumer’s poditifiing,
brand use—related state of mind, characterizeddoyr v
dedication and absorption.

Active engagement is a high level of cognitivegafive, or
conative investment in the brand or its offerings.

Compelling, intrinsic motivations to continue irdeting with an
online brand community.

engagement in a
virtual community

Engagement in
visual cues

Consumer brand
engagement in
social media

Customer
engagement

Customer brand
engagement

Consumer brand
engagement

Online brand
community
engagement
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and other members

Visual object

Brand

Brand or firm’s

offerings

Brand

Brand or its offerings

Online brand
community

psychological state

Mental state: Unidimensional
maintenance of

attention

Activity: brand- Multidimensional

related activity

Activity: level of Multidimensional

interactions

Mental state: state Multidimensional

of mind

Activity: level of  Multidimensional
cognitive, affective,
or conative

investment

Mental state: Multidimensional
motivation to

continue interacting



References Definition Concept Focal Relationship  Mental State vs. Uni- vs.

Object Activity Multidimensional
Raies et al. (2015, Customer engagement in communities is the frequandy Community Community Activity: Multidimensional
p. 2637) duration of participation in and the level of aittas performed  engagement participation and

Hall-Phillips et al.
(2016, p. 485)

Hollebeek,
Srivastava, and
Chen (2016)

Kim, Lloyd, and
Cervellon (2016, p.
305)

Kumar and Pansari
(2016, p. 498)

Pansari and Kumar
(2016, p. 2)
Beckers, van
Doorn, and
Verhoef (2017, p.
2)

Harmeling,

Moffett, Arnold,
and Carlson (2017,
p. 316)

by members in the community.

The degree to which a person participates in aladlereto an
organization, the organization’s offerings, andwti¢s through
social media sites, which goes beyond service erntecsiand
transactions.

A customer’s motivationally driven, volitional insement of
focal operand resources (including cognitive, eorwl,
behavioral, and social knowledge and skills), aperand
resources (e.g., equipment) into brand interactioservice
systems

A participant’s emotionally motivating experiendeirteraction
with a brand and with its advertising

The attitude, behavior, the level of connectediigsamong
customers, (2) between customers and employeeg3aoél
customers and employees within a firm.

The mechanics of a customer’s value addition tdithe either
through direct or/and indirect contribution

Behaviors that go beyond customer transactions

Customer’s voluntary resource contribution to enfe marketing
function, going beyond financial patronage

Social media
engagement

Service-dominant
logic—informed
customer
engagement

Consumer
engagement

Engagement

Customer

engagement
othest

engagement

Customer
engagement

Organization’s
offerings and
activities

Brand

Brand and
advertising

Firm

Firm

Firm

Firm’s marketing
function

level of activities

Activity: degree of
participation

Activity: volitional
investment of
operant resources

Activity:
motivation
experience
Activity: active
interactions

Activity: value
addition
Activity: behaviors

Activity:
contribution to the
firm’s marketing
functions

Unidimensional

Multidimensional

Unidimensional

Multidimensional

Multidimensional

Unidimensional

Unidimensional
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For this research, following van Doorn et al. (20Me definecustomer engagement
toward a company as customers’ behavioral mantfestatoward that company, beyond
purchase, resulting from motivational drivers. Eggyaent involves more than motivation, and
it is characterized by customers’ behaviors, whichvhat sets it apart from commitment or
involvement. For example, commitment is a psychickldorce that pertains to the attachment
between two parties, leading to a desire to mairgaelationship (Morgan & Hunt, 1994), such
that it links the customer to the firm (Fullert&@05). Commitment represents a will to be in
the relationship; engagement instead implies efftotstay in the relationship (de Villiers,
2015). Customers likely engage with a firm only wileeir committed, trusting relationship is
satisfying and features some emotional bonding f®an& Kumar, 2016). Furthermore,
involvement is the person’s level of interest aedse of the personal relevance of an object in
terms of basic values, goals, and self-conceptilikawsky, 1985). Customer engagement
goes beyond involvement, encompassing an actiaiarship with the brand (Mollen &

Wilson, 2010).

Engagement in LPs

Most LP effect studies simply compare LP membeth won-members and account solely
for LP membership to evaluate program effectivengéisis binary membership measure cannot
differentiate between engaged and unengaged mernfitmergh, nor can it identify customers
who join but never participate in the program. Awvfestudies suggest more nuanced
classifications, using various program-related b&ita. For example, Evanschitzky et al.
(2012) cite customers’ card usage as an indicdtpragram loyalty, and several studies focus
on customer reward redemption behavior (Bridsoal.e2008; Dorotic, Bijmolt, & Verhoef,
2012). Steinhoff and Palmatier (2016) capture @oygparticipation according to whether a LP
member receives rewards. What is missing is a cehgmsive measure that can capture the

level of consumers’ engagement in LPs.
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Previous engagement research suggests some meastiss@les, but they are not directly
applicable to LP engagement. For example, generalaptualizations of customer engagement
or consumer brand engagement tend to addresstihe piesence in a relationship (de Villiers,
2015; Hollebeek et al., 2014; Vivek et al., 2014)thout investigating specific behaviors
relevant to LPs. Because LPs aim to induce expliegponses though, measuring LP
engagement requires more specific metrics thanvamath notion of interaction with the
company. Empirical studies also propose scales(doline or offline) brand community
engagement (Algesheimer et al., 2005; Baldus et28l15) that emphasize participation
activities, such as frequency of participation,afimn of the connection to the community
(Raies et al., 2015), or information provided taatine community (Hall-Phillips et al., 2016).
These metrics might be useful to measure LP engagierbut they do not capture responses
induced by the company’s LP. Still other scalesuide dimensions related to interactions with
the brand or company (Dwivedi, 2015; Hollebeekl e2®14; Kumar et al., 2010; Vivek et al.,
2014). For example, in their multidimensional agmto Kumar et al. (2010) seek to capture LP
members’ behaviors with four components: custonuechmsing behavior, customer referral
behavior, customer influencer behavior, and custdmewledge behavior. But such behaviors
are not specifically induced by LPs and thus caseote to evaluate members’ engagement in
LPs. In their consumer brand engagement scalegbkdk et al. (2014) instead propose three
factors: cognitive processing, affection, and atton. Such behaviors may be components of
LP engagement, but they are not directly applicalesufficient for measuring responses

induced by LP incentives and tactics.

We thus propose an alternative approach to undelisig how LPs work, through
engagement, which can lead to customer engageménttive company. In line with the
previously cited definition of customer engagemeve, definecustomer LP engagemeas

customers’ behavioral manifestations toward a camigaLP, beyond purchase. Accordingly,

55



LP engagement is characterized by a set of belg\generated by the company’s LP. It is a
driver of overall customer engagement toward thepany, in that it establishes customers’

presence in the relationship, built through the LP.

In turn, though proactive card usage and pointmgd®n behaviors can be signals of LP
engagement, we argue that it encompasses morehibsm straightforward actions, especially
in modern LPs. When companies seek to build pehgelabonds with program members,
customer responses to these tactics involve maredard usage or point redemption behavior.
Because engagement likely comprises context- aaklelsvlder-specific combinations of
dimensions that emerge at different levels of isityror complexity (Brodie et al., 2011), we
propose that customer LP engagement consistsavhhination of active behavioral responses,
including not just proactive card usage or poimteraption but also behaviors such as being
more likely to read the company’s emails and siv@mmation about the program with their
friends. Some behaviors (e.g., card usage) arereztland achieved easily; others (e.g., share
information about the program) are more demandimgerms of effort and occur less
repeatedly. We therefore anticipate some form efdnchy in the behaviors associated with
LPs. To share information about the LP for examplembers would need to collect it first.
Accordingly, we present LP engagement as compo$eal set of hierarchically ordered
behavioral responses to LP tactics; we identifydifterent dimensions of LP engagement and
examine how they vary in terms of effort. This ayggmh helps address the lack of existing
research on customer LP engagement and connestsei@arch stream to the more widely

studied concept of customer—company engagement.

Following the scale development procedures recordeakrby Churchill (1979) and
DeVellis (2012), we propose and validate a multelsional scale designed to measure
customer engagement in LPs. Table 2 summarizepribeedure; we present the specific

methodologies for each study subsequently.
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Table 2
Scale development procedure

Scale Study Objective Methodology Results Sample
Development Design
Study 1: Face-to- Generate initial item Thematic analysis 6 dimensions; 44N = 22
Development of face, in- pool for each scale items
initial item pool  depth dimension

interviews
Study 2: Scale Online Test and refine the  Exploratory factor 6 dimensions; 24 N =
purification and  survey initial pool of items  analysis items 383
item refinement
Study 3: Scale Online Validate the Confirmatory factor 6 dimensions; 20 N =
validation survey dimensionality and  analysis items 692

factor loadings
Test of second-order Second-order factor

construct model
Test construct Evaluation of Positive link
reliability and validity standardized item-to- with LP
(convergent, factor loadings, satisfaction, LP
discriminant, Cronbach’s alpha, loyalty, and
nomological, and and average variance company
incremental validity) extracted engagement
Linear regression
Explore scale Guttman scalogram
hierarchy and hierarchical
scaling (Mokken
analysis)
Study 4: Cross-  Online Cross-validate the Confirmatory factor 6 dimensions; 20 N =
validation and survey scale with another analysis and second- items 1767
predictive sample order factor model
validity
Predictive validity Structural equation  Positive link
modeling with company

engagement

Study 1: Understanding LP engagement and developmeaf initial item pool

Methodology and sample

To apprehend the concept of LP engagement, it$sfaaed its links with other marketing
constructs (e.g., company engagement), we firstwtied a qualitative study. To discern
customers’ entire set of possible responses tolaRsga qualitative method seems appropriate.
Therefore, we developed a semi-structured interngeisle and conducted in-depth interviews
during June-December 2013. This open-ended, disgavented method is well suited for

eliciting respondents’ beliefs (Rubin & Rubin, 2004Vith our sample, formed by 22
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informants with various profiles (4 industry exgeand 18 consumers who are members of
various LPs in different industries; see Appendixvile achieved information saturation. The
interviews took place at the participants’ residenén a relaxed atmosphere, enabling the easy
and free flow of information. Because LP engagentefiects behavioral manifestations
resulting from the LP’s incentives, we asked resieois to talk about their loyalty cards and
their various related behaviors in response to [Ha&h interview lasted approximately one
hour and was recorded and then transcribed. Thg@g@s of transcript were scrutinized and
coded using the ATLAS.ti qualitative data analysiftware. That is, we started by analyzing
the data line by line, to identify the range of gibte codes, then open coded the transcripts to
identify recurring patterns across data sets (Sgr&iCorbin, 1998). We then developed codes
to characterize the different behaviors. Duringdhalysis, we moved back and forth between
the data and existing literature on engagement.B3dThe interpretation of emerging findings

was enriched by extant literature and experience.

Data analysis

The thematic analyses of the responses revealedngBgement as a multidimensional
construct; when respondents described their beteawath LPs, they listed six major
categories, which we summarize in Table 3. Fiegpondents mentioned proactive use of the
card, such as thinking about and then actuallygugieir card when they shop. Not forgetting
to present their card thus represented a formtofeapresence in the relationship. Second, they
devoted extra effort to redeeming points and ggttewards. After attaining a certain point
threshold, the participants would exert effort teitvthat particular store so that they could
redeem their points and benefit from a reward.d;ldsome respondents changed their purchase
behavior to receive loyalty points, such as buymaye of a product or brand if they could gain
more advantage from the LP by doing so. Fourtlparedents described sharing information

about the program as an indication of engageménms. activity included spreading the word
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and talking about the program across different medid with different valences. Fifth, the
respondents cited behaviors in response to LP comwation stimuli; being active meant being
receptive to such stimuli and processing theirrimiation, such as by opening an email or flyer
linked to the program and taking time to read iktt§ respondents considered proactively
searching for information about the program asndication of being active. It meant keeping

themselves updated about the LP (e.g., visitin® &ibsk, website, or app).

However, not all activities were similarly assoetwith participants’ perceptions of
their engagement with the LP. Some participantecatdd that using their LP card, even in a
proactive way, was a fairly weak sign of engagemeétawever, searching for additional

information or reading emails they receive wereaisged more with their LP engagement.
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Table 3

LP behaviors

LP behaviors Meaning

Representative Quote

Proactively using Proactively use card when
card purchasing

Redeeming points

Adapting purchase Be willing to buy more or other

behavior products to get more points
Sharing Talk about the LP to others
information (positively or negatively)

Be attentive to communications
linked to the LP

Being receptive to
information

Searching for

information about the LP

Charlotte (active with Esprit [clothes brand] LP):
“Whenever | go to Esprit and | have to pay, | give
the card.”

Maude: “I know that | have the loyalty card and get
points, so each time [l go to the store], | takeray
card automatically.”

Make an effort to redeem pointsSophie: “I pay attention to my points and get my

gifts when | decide to participate to the program.”

Julie: “I had accumulated almost 4000 points so |
decided to go to the store to receive my free
fragrance.”

Aurélie (active with Colruyt [grocery retailer] LP)
“If laundry products give me more advantages, of |
course | make some stock.”

Annick: “During the special discount days, | buy
more products in this store.”

Manou: “My husband is very active; he will talk
with his friend about the new promotion for wine he
received in his mailbox. Of course they spread the
word!”

Louise: “l had a bad experience and | would not
return to that store. | would just tell my opinibn.

Manou: “He [husband] is attentive to what comes in
and that is also actively participating.”

Charlotte: “I open all the e-mails and read thelri al

Proactively search for informationSophie: “[Being active] is also to keep informed of

what's happening.”

Isabelle: [Because | have the loyalty card] | like

look up when there are make-up sessions organized
for their members.”

The qualitative data also indicate that these shabiors do not require the same level

of effort from consumers, whether that effort igitive, emotional, or even physical. For

example, some participants noted that not forggtoruse the LP card or showing the LP card

to the cashier were easy (and thus frequent) belgwut visiting social networks to share

their experience with the LP or searching for imation on the store website to learn more

about the LP or some particular promotion were ntione-consuming and effortful (and thus

performed less frequently). Accordingly, engageneettaviors may be ordered in terms of

their required effort (and frequency). This ordgrim turn implies a hierarchy, in which
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participants who undertook more effortful behavi¢esy., sharing information about their
experience) also tended to engage in less effdrébhviors (e.g., redeeming points). But the
reverse was not true: Performing a less demandaihg\uor did not provide any clear prediction

about whether the consumer would take on a moreaddimg task.

Having established this conceptualization, thiseegch next seeks to propose a
measure of LP engagement. In analyzing the trgstsdriom Study 1, we generated a pool of
44 items that participants used to describe thédahaviors that signal engagement with LPs.
We submitted these items to a content validity sssent by three faculty members. These
experts judged their comprehensiveness and asstgratems to the six dimensions. On the
basis of their comments, we revised some item&daage redundancy and avoid ambiguous

wording or jargon (DeVellis, 2012). We then subgecthem to purification in Study 2.

Study 2: Scale purification and item refinement

Methodology and sample

For Study 2, we conducted an online survey usimg@ualtrics program and snowball
sampling. To enhance representativeness, we sergutivey link to many seed respondents
with heterogeneous characteristics. Among the 88Bandents who completed the survey, the
average age was 36 years (range: 17-85 yeargjdénhavere men. In terms of their educational
level, 25.3% finished high school, and 71% weredad of a higher education degree. As
Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle (2010) suggest, we agthesk respondents to choose an LP in
which they were enrolled and that they liked venycin They spontaneously cited programs
from various sectors: food (50.4%), clothing (18)5%ealth and beauty care (10.4%), and
others (e.g., DIY, sports; 20.7%). Their resporteethe 44 items, pertaining to their active
presence in the program they chose, used sevehigkert scales that ranged from “totally

disagree” to “totally agree.”
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4.2. Data analysis

We ran an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) in SE&istics 24. The factor analysis with
Promax rotation helped address correlations amoaglimensions. The analysis revealed six
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. An itgeaprocess (Hair, Black, & Babin, 2010) led
us to remove 20 items with low communalities (<I&)y factor loadings (<.5), or high cross-
factor loadings (>.3). Before deleting items thougk considered our conceptual engagement
framework and the results of Study 1. We carefatnfirmed that deleting items would not
exclude a potentially important theoretical dimensiof LP engagement that was not
represented in our factor structure. An EFA witk temaining 24 items resulted in a six-
dimension solution, accounting for 66.9% of theketriance. Consistent with and extending
our qualitative Study 1, the six dimensions eac&ratterized a particular form of behavior.
The factors (and the corresponding number of itamd Cronbach’s alpha values) were as
follows: proactively using card (5 items= .825), redeeming points (3 itemss .71), adapting
purchase behavior (3 items= .81), sharing information (4 items= .83), being receptive to
information (3 itemsp = .75), and searching for information (6 itemss .86). All items
contributed strongly to their pertinent factor (tadoadings ranged from .61 to .92) and showed

good communalities (>.54). Table 4 summarizes fh& Eesults.
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Table 4
Results of the exploratory factor analysis

Adapting  Sharing Being Searching

Proactively Redeeming purchase informati receptive to for

using card points behavior on information information
| present my loyalty card at the -.854 191 .007 .020 -.083 .076
cashier when he/she asks for it
(reverse)
| wait for the cashier to ask for my.755 .051 .025 .037 -.178 .087
card before presenting it to him/her
(reverse).
| present my loyalty card atthe .748 .077 .094 .092 -.208 .088
cashier, even when he/she doesn't
ask for it.
| forget to take out my loyalty card.746 -.054 .047 .074 -.119 .027

when | make my purchases in this

store (reverse).

| spontaneously think to take out .707 .146 .032 .073 -.118 .150
my card when I'm paying for my

purchases.*

When | receive a reward to use -.048 .920 -.067 .000 .054 -.179
with my next purchase, | make an

effort to return to this store to

benefit from it.

| do what | need to do to redeem .057 .661 -.070 .017 181 .056
my loyalty points and receive the

reward.

When | reach a certain point -.024 .652 141 .026 -.085 161

threshold, | go specifically to this

store to get my reward.

| am ready to buy other products -.011 .003 .923 .002 .036 -.087
than | have planned to get more

advantages offered by the program.

| am ready to buy other brands tt.045 -.021 .875 .007 -.101 -.065
| have planned to get more

advantages offered by the program.

| am ready to buy more products 1®23 -.048 .813 -.045 .056 .108
get more advantages offered by the

program.

When | am disappointed by the .078 -.005 -.050 .866 -.144 -.041

program, | talk about it with my

close friends and relatives.

If I'm satisfied with the program, 1.005 .051 .000 .859 119 -.137
recommend it to my close friends

and relatives.

Whatever the experience (positive025 -.067 -.026 794 -.013 154
or negative) with the loyalty

program, | talk about it with my

close friends and relatives.

| try to convince my close friends-.108 .061 071 .688 .080 .052
and relatives to become members

of this program when there is an

interesting offer.

When | receive communication -.080 -.013 .072 .000 -.842 .107
linked to the program (email,
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brochure, flyer...), | throw it

straight in the bin (reverse).

When | receive communication .027 .080 .051 -.012 .828 -.008
linked to the program (email,

brochure, flyer...), | open it.

When | receive communication -.020 .048 .021 .017 .710 229
linked to the program (email,

brochure, flyer...), | take some

time to read it.

I look for information about the -.050 -071 -.026 -.015 -.106 .922
loyalty program (on Internet or in

the store).

| closely follow the evolution of .042 .188 -.122 -.116 -.172 .868
my loyalty points.*

| keep up with news concerning .000 -.052 .004 .067 .065 .810
this program.*

In the store, | take the new .024 -.366 -.015 .064 141 .750

magazines or leaflets with
information about the program.*

| keep informed about the offers 6f023 .160 110 -.074 167 .616
this program.
When | receive an offer as a -.009 .097 .028 .070 .058 .613

program member, | am curious and
I look for more information.

Cronbach’s alpha 0.825 0.710 0.811 0.827 0.750 @86
* ltems that were discarded in subsequent scaleldpment stages.

Study 3: Scale validation

Methodology and sample

We collected a validation data set so that we couich confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).
The questionnaire included the 24 activity itenswell as items related to attitudinal loyalty
to and satisfaction with the program, to test nayaal validity. Customer satisfaction with
the LP was operationalized with a four-item scaWinfouni-Chaabane & Volle, 2010).
Loyalty, which suggests a global, positive attitudeard LP benefits, was measured with a
three-item scale (Yi & Jeon, 2003). (For the dethiscales and items, see Appendix 2.)
Theoretically, satisfaction and attitudinal loyadtyould lead to positive reactions (Liu & Tam,
2013); satisfied and attitudinally loyal LP membars more likely to be active in the program.
In addition, according to the theory of reasonetioac(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), positive
attitudes lead to behaviors. Many studies thus oreaattitudes toward LPs by LP satisfaction

and LP loyalty. Because LP engagement comprises @ $ehaviors related to LPs, it should
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be affected by LP satisfaction and LP loyalty. Ryas research also suggests that satisfaction
and loyalty relate to customer engagement (Bowded9; van Doorn et al., 2010). Therefore,
we expected LP engagement to correlate positivély WP satisfaction and LP loyalty. For
these data, we again relied on an online survely siiowball sampling that generated 692
usable questionnaires. Respondents completed dstignaire after being prompted to think
about the last LP they used. They were betweemd B& years of age (mean = 40 years), and

63.6% were women; 14.6% had completed high schadl,74% held higher education degrees.

Data analysis

We tested the six-factor structure identified inddt 2 with Mplus 7 (Muthén & Muthén,
2013), using CFA and maximum likelihood estimatiBecause some cross-loadings were too
high, to increase model fit, we dropped 4 of theiteds; these items also were somewhat
redundant with the other items (see the note tdeT@h The fit indices all exceeded the
recommended threshold levels, suggesting thabtbdel adequately represented the input data
(3(209) = 636.999, confirmatory fit index [CFI] =48, Tucker-Lewis index [TLI] = .944, root
mean square error of approximation [RMSEA] = .Gfidndardized root mean residual [SRMR]
=.047) (Bagozzi & Yi, 1988). The second-order éaghodel in Figure 1 also revealed a six-
dimensional structure of LP engagement and sigmifidactor loadings for each behavioral
manifestation. This second-order model reachedfaatory fit levels 2(164) = 574.235p =
.000, CFIl =.936, TLI =.926, RMSEA = .06, SRMR067). The paths from the second-order
factor of LP engagement to the first-order behaviaere strong and greater than .60 (cf.

proactively using card).
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Figure 1
Second-order CFA model of LP engagement

Proactively

Adapting
purchase behavior

Sharing
information

Being receptive to
information

Searching for
information

LP engagement

**p< 001

Reliability, convergent, and discriminant validity

We evaluated the standardized item-to-factor loggli€ronbach’s alpha, average variance
extracted (AVE), and construct reliability, to cketor reliability and convergent and
discriminant validity. The standardized item-totfacloadings ranged between .57 and .84,
indicating good loadings (Hair et al., 2010). Eaéhengagement behavior also met the desired
Cronbach’s alpha level of .70 (Hair et al., 20Hd))d Joreskog’s rhoiglues between .77 and
.86 (Joreskog, 1993) provided evidence of religbilAs Table 5 shows, the AVE for each
construct (main diagonal) was above .50, in supplocbnvergent validity (Fornell & Larcker,
1981). Also in support of discriminant validity,ethlAVE for each construct exceeded the
squared correlations between that construct armtla constructs in the measurement model

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
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Table 5
Reliability and convergent and discriminant valdiCFA)

AVE (main diagonal) and squared correlations betwaéscales

Proacti
vely Adapting Being Searching
Cronbach’<Joreskog’s using Redeemi purchase Sharing receptive to for
alpha Rh6 card ng points behavior information information information
Proactively .862 .862 .614
using card
Redeeming .783 .785 141 549
points
Adapting 762 772 .029 191 .535
purchase
behavior
Sharing .838 .84 .007 154 153 .569
information
Being .817 .82 134 225 193 .073 .605
receptive to
information
Searching for .761 .762 .038 .279 .269 .300 .334 516
information

Nomological validity

With regard to nomological validity, we examinedahwell LP attitudinal loyalty and LP
satisfaction relate to the LP engagement actividssTable 6 shows, the correlations between
each of the six engagement behaviors and LP satmfieand loyalty were positive, statistically
significant, and moderate or high in magnitude gmag from .26 and .53). The measures thus

correlated in a manner predicted by theory, in suppf nomological validity.

Table 6
Correlations between subscales and related cots{nmmological validity)

(1) 2 B (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

(1) Proactively using card 1

(2) Redeeming points 376 1

(3) Adapting purchase behavior .169 .437" 1

(4) Sharing information .084 .393" 391" 1

(5) Processing information 366 .474" 439" 270" 1

(6) Searching for information 196 .528" 519" 548" 578 1

(7) LP loyalty 260 444" 429" 535° 401" 509" 1

(8) LP satisfaction 348 451" 357" .356" .428" .448" 747" 1

*p<.10, ¥*p< .05, **p < .01, all two-tailed.
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Hierarchical scaling analysis

The qualitative research in Study 1 suggested ratdtiey of LP engagement, such that the
behaviors appeared ordered relative to one ano#feeqgrding to the extent of effort they
required. According to these qualitative findingastomers who engage in more demanding
LP engagement behaviors (e.g., sharing informadioout the program) also should execute
less demanding behaviors (e.qg., using the loyaltgi)c For empirical evidence of this ordered
hierarchy, we used hierarchical scaling methodstt(@n, 1944; Mokken, 1971; Sijtsma,
Debets, & Molenaar, 1990), which are relativelyerar marketing literature, despite Paas and
Sijtsma’'s (2008) call for their use to complemeRAEand CFA for scale development and
testing. Still, we find hierarchical scaling appecbas in several studies, including investigations
of consumers’ durable purchases (Brown, Buck, &®H$865; McFall, 1969), media exposure
(Landis, 1965), marketing decision support systéWigerenga, Ophuis, Huizingh, & Van

Campen, 1994), and service quality (Domegan, 1P86és & Sijtsma, 2008).

Specifically, the Guttman (1944) scalogram techei@suttman, 1950) can identify, using
an exploratory approach, potential hierarchieggponse patterns for a particular set of items.
As an illustration of the hierarchical nature ob@ale, Guttman used the example of three
guestions that measured a person’s calculus prebtdving capability (latent construct),
ordered by increasing difficulty. Answering yes &th able to find the answer or the answer is
right”) to the simplest question does not necebsariply a positive response to the second,
slightly more difficult question. However, answegipes to the most difficult question implies
positive responses to the less complex items eddaldependencies emerge, a hierarchy exists
among the items. Although the method initially wihesseloped for dichotomous responses

(yes/no), the items can feature continuous orastlerdinal latent constructs.

To adapt the scalogram analysis, which requiresod@nous item responses, to our data,

we dichotomized the composite scores of the sixedsions in our LP engagement scale,
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similar to the tactic used in previous research.(@omegan, 1996; Wierenga et al., 1994).
Each dimension of the LP engagement scale takeg galue if its composite score is strictly
greater than 4 (midpoint) on the seven-point sbailie0 otherwise. Because the agreement
response scale includes items that describe pegfbrbehaviors, this midpoint roughly
corresponds to that of a well-balanced intensif#jes(from low to high). Considering responses
strictly above the midpoint as positive imposeaidyf high standard for the minimum point at

which the respondent may be considered to havermeetl the behavidr.

Table 7 reveals the observed response patternghioh the scores reflect the sum of values
equal to 1 across all six dimensions of the LP gageent scale. Thus, a score of 6 means that
participants’ composite score on each of the dinoassindicated that they responded
positively (i.e., >4 on the seven-point scale)nalgg that they engage in all six LP engagement
behaviors (88 of the 692 respondents exhibitedréponse pattern). A score of 0 means a
negative or neutral (i.es4) composite score on each of the dimensions; &3viewees
indicated this response pattern. Finally, the last of Table 7 shows the number of response
patterns for which a positive (i.e., >4) compositere refers to a particular behavior. The rows
are ranked in descending order of scores, anddhenos feature an ascending order of the
number of positive patterns. Rows that reflect di@aar response pattern (i.e., same score)
are ranked in ascending order of the values fdn daoension, starting with the dimension on
the left. The hierarchy thus emerges clearly fraabl& 7: When a (more effortful) dimension
on the left has a positive value, (less effortflifhensions on its right likely have positive values

too.

1 An anonymous reviewer suggested a different teglnfor the dichotomization that excluded any resients
for whom the composite score on any of the six disiens was equal to 4. The hierarchy that emenged the
Guttman scalogram remained the same. This furtheiysis is available on request.
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Table 7

Guttman scalogram of LP engagement behaviors
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The hierarchical order of LP engagement behavimosn(least to most effortful) thus is:
proactively using card, being receptive to inforimat redeeming points, adapting purchase
behavior, sharing information, and searching fé@rimation. The reproducibility coefficient of
this pattern—which refers to the overall proportiohresponses that can be reproduced
correctly—is .94, greater than the recommendedvél (Guttman, 1950). However, even with
these encouraging results, a perfect scalogrammlikely (Paas & Sijtsma, 2008). An LP
member who shares information about the programatatieterministically be considered a
proactive card user every time. Instead, the heesareflects a probabilistic perspective: There
is a strong chance that a customer who sharesmat@n about the program also uses the

loyalty card.

Mokken (1971) and Mokken, Lewis, and Sijtsma (198B8p extend Guttman’s method,
using traditional item response thedrguch that they offer a nonparametric, probabilisti
version and a means to test the statistical sanifie of the observed results. Two versions of
the method are available, one for dichotomous itegponses (as in the original Guttman
method) and one for polychotomous responses (Sjethal., 1990) that uses mean response
scores. Wierenga et al. (1994) recommend the dhohais version when the number of items
differs across dimensions. We rely on this verso@atause the number of items per dimension
in our scale varies from three to four, but we @pplied the polychotomous version to confirm

our results.

Specifically, the Mokken scaling analysis evaludtis-scalability coefficientdj) and the

total-scale scalability coefficienH]. Scalability is the extent to which items in algccan be

2 The statistical models and assumptions that dotestitem response theory seek to explain theioelstips
among a set of items from latent constructs, thaiomships between the items and the latent cocistthey are
supposed to measure, and the number of latentrootsthat the items manifest (Paas & Sijtsma, 2008
Parametric models impose a parametric item respomnsgion (i.e., assumed relationship between itan
constructs); nonparametric models only impose orelgrictions on the item response function. Pads a
Sijtsma (2008) recommend nonparametric models,ase fiexible and appropriate for exploratory soglin
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hierarchically ordered. According to Paas and Rigt$2008, p. 160H; expresses “the strength
of the relationship of item j with the latent trad estimated by the other J-1 items in the test,
correcting for the artifactual effects of the Jfeliént item-score distributions on inter-item
covariances.” That is, it reflects the complemdrthe proportion of ordering errors expressed
in the Guttman scalogram (Table 7); for pairs efns, it indicates the proportion of cases for
which effortful behaviors are performed but effestt ones are not. A relatively highwould
mean that the item belongs to the hierarchicales@ia., is an ordered manifestation of the
latent construct). The total-scale scalability @ioefnt (H) then is the weighted mean of these
item coefficients. Botlid andH; values are between 0 and 1, and Sijtsma and Mai€2802)
outline some generally accepted valuesHoH < .3 means the items are unscalables EB<

4 indicates a weak scale;<4H < .5 is a medium scale; and<8H4 < 1 is a strong scale. We
found acceptablél values (>.3) for five of the six dimensions, asrtth the dichotomous
and polychotomous versions of the Mokken analySable 8). The exception that fails to
achieve acceptable values is proactive card usdgeh cannot be considered part of the scale
hierarchy Hj={.257, .278}). Proactively using a card is thadedemanding and most frequent
behavior (M = 5.6), but it does not measure theeoad LP engagement. The other behaviors
were ordered in accordance with the degree of tefquired (from low to high): being
receptive to information, redeeming points, adaptshopping, sharing information, and
searching for information. Thus, an LP member witaptively searches for information about
the LP should be more likely to share informatitwowt the LP, adapt purchase behavior to
benefit from LP offers, actively redeem points, adbtrewards, and be receptive to LP
informational stimuli. Because the Mokken scalingthod reveals an ordered hierarchy in the
LP engagement behaviorslj(> 0, p < .000; H; > .3; cf. proactively using the card), the
unidimensional hierarchical ordering of LP engagetrieehaviors achieves medium quality,

according to the established standard (Sijtsma 8ektmar, 2002).
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Table 8
Mokken scaling results

Item-scalability coefficient Item-scalability coefficientH) -
LP engagement behavior Composite score mear{H;) - dichotomous version polychotomous version

Proactively using card 5.6 .278 (.057) .257 (.030)
Being re.ceptive to 4.7 474 (.033) 437 (.024)
information ’

Redeeming points 4.6 .454 (.030) 452 (.023)
Adapti'ng purchase 38 .368 (.031) 400 (.024)
behavior )

Sharing information 3.7 .349 (.032) .335 (.026)
Searching for 36 .480 (.029) 495 (.021)
information )

Total-scale scalability coefficiemt .408 (.024) .398 (.020)

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.

Incremental validity

We next examine the incremental validity of LP egegaent, which pertains to “the extent
to which a measure explains criterion variance abawd beyond other measures” (Kinicki,
Jacobson, Peterson, & Prussia, 2013, p. 20). Shata seek to determine if LP engagement
can predict company engagement, beyond other itvadily used engagement scales. In
particular, we measured company engagement witteatém scale, adapted from Vivek et al.
(2014) (see Appendix 2). In linear regression asedywe first regressed proactive card usage
and point redemption on company engagement. Themadded the other LP engagement
behaviors to the regression. The six LP engagebwraviors explained 17.3% more variance
in company engagement, compared with just cardeuaad point redemptior\F(4, 685) =
39.536,p < .001). We also checked if our scale explainedmany engagement better than LP
satisfaction and LP loyalty, which frequently seagemeasures to study the effectiveness of
LPs. We regressed LP loyalty and satisfaction eanpany engagement, then added the six LP
engagement behaviors. The LP engagement behaviplaireed 6.3% more variancaK(6,

684) = 10.541p < .001).

73



Study 4: Cross-validation and predictive validity

Methodology and sample

Study 4 provides a test of the scale on a diffesample, which also assesses its
predictive validity by determining how LP engagempredicts company engagement. An
online survey, using snowball sampling, was serdiverse respondents, who were asked to
answer the gquestionnaire in relation to the lastidy used in a (randomly assigned) specific
sector: grocery, clothing, health and beauty carelo-it-yourself. The data collection effort
resulted in a usable sample of 1787 respondentshofm 71.9 % were women, with a mean

age of 40.6 years, and 80% held a higher educdegree.

Data analysis

To assess predictive validity, we investigatedaitogosed relationships using structural
equation modeling. The second-order measuremenelmeith the six dimensions of LP
engagement offered excellent fit indicgy164) = 1131, CFl = .934, TLI = .923, RMSEA =
.058, SRMR = .067), which established cross-valiator LP engagement as a second-order
construct. The structural model to test the infeeerf the second-order construct of LP
engagement on company engagement also showeastrgffit indices £2(223) = 1329,170,
CFI = .940, TLI = .932, RMSEA = .053, SRMR = .068)s expected, the influence of the
second-order LP engagement factor on company engadevas positive (standardized path
coefficientp = .469;p < .01); specifically, LP engagement explained 2#%he variance of

company engagement (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2
Predictive validity (Study 4)

Proactively
using card
Redeeming points
Adapting
purchase behavior
Sharing
information
Being receptive to
information
Searching for
information

0.469%*

LP engagement
engagement

R?=0,220%*

##p< 001

Discussion and conclusion

Increasing customer engagement through LPs is portant objective for marketers. But
despite increasing enroliments, customer engagemeRs is not sufficient. Customers may
be more willing to join a program, but they aretjggpating in fewer of them. When customers
do not participate in the programs in which theyoncompanies cannot engage customers
through their LPs. Previous engagement researctehdsd to concentrate more globally on a
customer’s presence in the relationship with a aamgpBut to increase company engagement
through LPs, it is necessary to understand custrbehavioral manifestations in relation to
this more specific, latent concept. Therefore, teisearch responds to the need for a better
understanding of customers’ engagement in LPs bydlly defining LP engagement and
developing a valid scale to measure it. In linehwirevious research, we propose that
engagement comprises several activities, such ascating (Brodie et al., 2013), learning
(Hollebeek et al., 2016), or purchasing (Kumar let 2010). We advance such views by
conceptualizing engagement as a set of six betauiesponses to the LP’s incentives: (1)
proactively using the loyalty card, (2) activelygaging in point redemption activities, (3)
adapting purchase behaviors to benefit from LPreff@l) sharing information about the LP,
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(5) being receptive to information about the LPJ &) proactively searching for information

about the LP.

Our rigorously developed LP engagement scale thymsadves on previous measurement
instruments that cannot appraise engagement with adeurately. In line with previous
research on company engagement (Brodie et al.,)2@&Lconceptualize LP engagement as
composed of a multitude of behaviors, reflecting kinoad set of responses that LPs induce
among consumers. Furthermore, this study addrdabsesierarchy that arises, due to the
varying levels of effort required by the differehimensions (cf. Bridson et al., 2008). The scale
shows that the LP engagement dimensions are ortezemichically, according to the degree
of effort needed to perform the underlying behaviand thus the frequency of such behaviors),
as follows: proactively using card, being receptivenformation, redeeming points, adapting
purchase behavior, sharing information, and seagchor information. Thus searching for
information is the most demanding manifestatiorelmfilagement but also the least frequent;

point redemption is a more widespread behaviordlsat is less demanding.

The proposed reliable, valid measurement instrurosaptures responses induced by the
company’s LP and thus provides a tool for asseg$iagffectiveness of LPs. By measuring
the entire set of customer responses to LPs, agisaof the effectiveness of LPs should
improve. The limited consideration of only certéacets of LP engagement in prior research
even might explain the mixed evidence surroundiRgftfectiveness. Rather, this study affirms
the need to take multiple dimensions of LP engagenmto account to evaluate customers’
engagement. In particular, contrary to researchrealdworld practices that only consider card
usage (Liu, 2007; Meyer-Waarden, 2013; Vesel & 2apR009; Yi & Jeon, 2003), point
redemption behavior (Bagchi & Xingbo, 2011), or dmeading (Raies et al., 2015), our study
shows that these measures in isolation are ingerftico signal customer engagement. For

example, card users might be behaviorally actiteobbabit, but just using their card does not
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mean they are engaged. These traditional meastré$ engagement thus need to be
considered in combination with more intense, effbrtbehaviors to assess customer

engagement toward a company.

Managerial implications

Companies undertake significant efforts to increasgomer engagement. But many
LP members never receive personalized contacts sifjeing up, do not know how the
programs work, and have no idea of their benefitSl{ 2011). Companies thus appear to be
focused on enrollment, rather than engagement, thaththey fail to build real relationships
with customers. Our proposed conceptualizationcpetationalization of LP engagement can
help managers appraise the effectiveness of tiRsgiftom a customer engagement perspective;
the findings strongly suggest that they must payenadtention to customers’ engagement in
their LPs. In many cases, an LP is the only pelsmath recorded interaction a company will
have with its customers. With loyalty cards, compameven can transform cold customer data
into warm relationships. But the most commonly uyseddely available, and directly
observable data they have tend to relate to caadeugpoint redemption, and information
receptivity (e.g., opening emails). In turn, comigaroften consider members engaged if they
use their card or redeem their points (Berry, 20B&} this assumption is misguided, because
proactive card usage and point redemption do netigr engagement in the company
relationship well. With the proposed LP engagenseale, practitioners can monitor a wider
span of customer responses to LPs and act acctyditogadapt their LPs and improve
engagement. Fostering some particular LP engagedmeiaviors could engage customers more
closely in the relationship, which in turn shoulthance customers’ engagement with the firm

and produce enhanced profitability.
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Limitations and research directions

Several limitations might be addressed with furttesearch. First, before generalizing the
validity of the scale, further research should adersa wider variety of LPs. As noted, the
respondents in these studies chose a relativelietihnmumber of LPs. Second, we studied LP
engagement at a single point in time, but engagensean iterative process. Temporally
dispersed interactions with the engagement objexy nause engagement to shift, across
interactions and over time (Brodie et al.,, 2011jdional research thus should take a
longitudinal approach to determine how LP engagénbsiaviors might change during
specific interactive experiences. Third, this stuaffers an overview of the effect of LP
engagement behaviors on company engagement. A rdaeglysis of the framework could
include potential moderating variables (e.g., LBigi® customer-specific characteristics) and
other company outcomes (e.g., purchase intentiopalty). Various forms of LP engagement
likely arise uniquely across different industriglegrees of product involvement, company
attachment levels, and personal characteristicg., (€ustomer relationship orientation,
shopping orientation, privacy concerns). Reseascaikso could investigate the effect of the six
different behaviors on multiple company outcomesurkh, further research might consider
antecedents of LP engagement (e.g., LP designrdesghemes, perceived benefits), to provide
managers with more concrete recommendations ablmwmttt increase participation in LPs
through the design of the program. Fifth, previoesearch implies that some forces might
hinder customers’ relationship efforts toward comesa (Noble & Phillips, 2004), so continued
research could investigate further forces that énnal motivate customers to engage with
companies through their LP. Ultimately though, wepé the proposed LP engagement
conceptualization and scale motivate new researdlPeeffectiveness, to provide helpful new

insights into customers’ responses to LPs.
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Appendix 1
Study 1 (qualitative) respondents’ profiles

Participants Gender Age Education  Occupation Sh_oppm_g Active LPs Inactive LPs
Category Orientation
Annick Female 25-34 High school Optician Apathetic Ear\]rtl)s XL, None
Brieuc Male 19-24 University Indqstnal Apathetic Planet None
engineer Parfum
Corine Female 45-54 University  Teacher Apathetic Di, ~small Planet
store Parfum
zé%rcgtion Planet Body Shop,
Isabelle Female 45-54 (non Nurse Econ Parfum, Yves
X . Paris XL Rocher
university)
Higher
Jeoffrey Male 25-34 education Policemen  Apathetic None Planet
(non Parfum
university)
Yves Planet
Julie Female 19-24 High school Salesperson Peiigonsl Rocher, Di lF;a:]r:;um,
Louise Female 16-18 High school Student PersongliDi Paris XL
Planet
Marguerite  Female 75+ High school Retired Persaimgi None Parfum, .
Inno, Paris
XL
: . o Planet
Maude Female 19-24 University  Unemploydtersonalizing None Parfum
Higher
Nadine Female 55-64 ((e:srfat'on Retired PersonalizingParis XL None
university)
Paris XL,
Nathalie Female 35-44 Technical Salesperson Econ  Di, Yves None
Rocher
Higher
. education . Planet Yves
Sophie Female 35-44 (non Secretary Personahzmg)arfum' Di Rocher
university)
Owner  of
Stéphane Male 45-54 Technical clothing Personalizing Small store  None
shop
Higher
Vinciane Female 35-44 education Teacher Apathetic None Di, Paris
(non XL, Inno
university)
Economic Esprit
Charlotte Female 22 University  Student and prit, Promod
. Delhaize
enjoyment
s . . Economic & Colruyt & lkea,
Aurélie Female 32 University  Teacher . ! Promod,
apathetic Esprit Inno
. Delhaize,
Manou Female 47 University Product Apatheug .& pharmacy & Tonfs &
manager personalizing Enac Veritas
. . . ._._Delhaize & Brico &
Sophie Female 41 University UnemponeRiersonahzmgCyrillus Colruyt
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Appendix 2
Study 3, scales for nomological validity test

LP loyalty(Yi & Jeon, 2003)

| would recommend this program to others.
| have a strong preference for this program.
| like this program more so than other programs.

LP satisfactionMimouni-Chaabane & Volle, 2010)

I made a good choice when | decided to participatkis program.

My overall evaluation of this program is good.

The advantages | receive, being a member of tligram, meet my expectations.
All'in all, I'm satisfied with this program.

Company engagemefadapted from Vivek et al., 2014)

| like to know more about this company.

| pay a lot of attention to anything related abitwig company.
| keep up with things related to this company.

| spend a lot of my discretionary time with thisygoany.

| am passionate about this company.
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Appendix 3: questionnaire for study 2

Q1 Bonjour,  Nous nous appelons Florence BaillfuSasha Van Heuverswyn et sommes étudiantesdvélsité
Catholique de Louvain-la-Neuve. Dans le cadre dhawberche scientifiqgue menée par des cherchedtdreersité
Catholique de Louvain-la-Neuve et de I'UniversitéNmur, nous réalisons une enquéte afin de dévetappe mesure
concernant votre participation a un programme digifé. Nous nous permettons de vous contactedafimous aider a
réaliser cette étude. Votre participation est proff@e pour nous. L’enquéte prend environ 10 misulien’y a ni bonne, ni
mauvaise réponse, seule votre opinion nous inEr€es informations seront traitées de maniérectoiht anonyme. Merci
d’avance pour votre collaboration.  Pour de pluples informations, n’hésitez pas a nous comntacte
florence.bailleux@student.uclouvain.be & sasha.eambrswyn@student.uclouvain.be.

Q2 Pour commencer ce guestionnaire, nous vous dkmarde penser & un programme de fidélité d'un siagpie vous
fréquentez (peu importe le secteur), pour lequabvétes membre, pour lequel vous recevez des pleritdélité, que vous
aimez bien et par lequel I'entreprise vous a déjeains une fois contacté(e) en dehors du poinvedée (par exemple; par
email, par courrier, via des dépliants liés au paogne,...). A quel programme pensez-vous ? (noprdgramme)

Q2 Nom du magasin/enseigne proposant ce programme :
Q3 Pour ce programme, disposez-vous d’'une carfieéaé?

O Oui(1)

O Non (2)
Q4 Pouvez-vous indiquer a quelle fréquence vousvexles informations suivantes de la part derégmise en rapport avec
le programme ?

ALK 1foispar, 2a3 1 fois L 2 fois 1 fois .
Tous les par : : .| tousles NETNETS
semaine | fois par | par mois paran | paran
mois (4) (5)

®) ©)

2/3 mois

©) ()

jours (1) | semaine

@) ©)

E-mails (1)

Dépliants
type folder
promotionnel
2
Brochures
d’information
sur le
programme

®)

Q5 Diriez-vous que vous connaissez bien le fonotoment de ce programme et les récompenses quit Jiéesn?

Pas du tout d’accord (1)

Pas d'accord (2)

Plutdt pas d'accord (3)

Ni en accord ni en désaccord (4)
Plutdt d’accord (5)

D’accord (6)

Tout a fait d’accord (7)

000000

Q6 Dans quelle mesure étes-vous d’accord aveariiafion suivante: en ce moment, j'ai I'impresssm’activer pour
collecter des points afin atteindre le niveau defsaui me permettra d’obtenir ma récompense.

Pas du tout d’accord (1)

Pas d'accord (2)

Plutdt pas d’accord (3)

Ni en accord ni en désaccord (4)
Plutdt d’accord (5)

D’accord (6)

Tout a fait d’accord (7)

000000
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Q7 En ce moment, combien de temps vous faut-il enaeant de pouvoir atteindre le prochain seuicbtanger vos points
contre une récompense ? (en nombre de visites gasind

1 visite (1)

Entre 3 et 5 visites (2)
Entre 5 et 10 visites (3)
Plus de 10 visites (4)
Je ne sais pas (5)

00000

Q8 Cela correspond a combien de temps? (en semaines)

Moins d'1l semaine (1)
Entre 1 et 2 semaines (2)
Entre 3 et 5 semaines (3)
Plus de 5 semaines (4)
Je ne sais pas (5)

00000

Q9 Voici ci-dessous une série d’affirmations déamivwotre participation au programme de fidélité gaus avez
mentionné. Pour chacune de ces affirmations, eaiifidiquer dans quelle mesure vous étes d’acead celles-ci ?

Pas du tout Plutdét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc D'accord (6) Tout & fait
d’'accord (1) d'accord (3) |en désaccord (4) 5) d'accord (7)

Pas d'accord (2)

Avant de me rendre dans cette enseigne, je véidie que j'ai ma carte de fidélité avec moi. (1)

Si je me rends compte que j'ai oublié ma cartedigifé, je remets a plus tard ma visite a I'enseig2)

Lorsque jeffectue des achats dans cette ensetgneege n'ai pas ma carte de fidélité, cela mereoie. (3)

J'ai toujours ma carte de fidélité avec moi. (4)

Je présente ma carte de fidélité a la caisse, na@swie la caissiére/le caissier ne me la demaase(p)

J'oublie de sortir ma carte de fidélité lorsquédfgetue des achats dans cette enseigne. (6)

Je pense spontanément a sortir ma carte de fittitéle mon passage a la caisse. (7)

Je présente ma carte de fidélité a la caisse umiguielorsque la caissiere/le caissier me la demdBjle

Lorsque la caissiére/le caissier me propose dsatilma carte de fidélité, ca m’embéte de la sdetimon sac ou
portefeuille. (9)

J'attends que la caissiere/le caissier me demamdeante de fidélité pour lui présenter. (10)

Je suis de pres I'évolution de mes points « fidélit(11)

Lorsque j'ai oublié ma carte de fidélité, je fafgeation a bien garder mes tickets pour recevos p@nts lors de ma
prochaine visite dans cette enseigne. (12)

Lorsque j'ai oublié ma carte de fidélité, je faisit ce que je peux pour que mes points soientéautna carte. (13)

Lorsque j'ai oublié ma carte de fidélité, je troupge ce n’'est pas grave. (14)

Lorsque j'ai oublié ma carte de fidélité, je nesfeen de spécial pour récupérer mes points. (15)

Je fais le nécessaire pour échanger mes poirgsetair la récompense. (16)

Lorsque j'atteins le seuil nécessaire, je m'asslerbien recevoir la récompense. (17)

Lorsque je recois une récompense a utiliser surpnochain achat, je fais un effort pour retourremngicette enseigne
afin d’en bénéficier. (18)

Lorsque jai atteint un certain seuil de pointsirje rends spécifiguement dans cette enseigne goevair ma
récompense (19)

Je me rends spécifiguement dans cette enseigmilibropose une offre intéressante aux membregrdgramme.
(20)
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Je choisis cette enseigne plutdt qu’une autre pénéficier des avantages offerts par le prograni2ig.

Lorsque je recois un avantage particulier graceragramme, je me rends dans cette enseigne plugddans une
autre. (22)

Si le programme propose une offre temporaire,geifie mes courses au moment ou je peux bénéfieigavantages
offerts. (23)

Je vais m'arranger pour acheter en fonction défagde de validité des offres proposées par lerproge. (24)

J'organise mon agenda en fonction des offres pégmopar le programme. (25)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter plus de produits powgfinger d’avantages supplémentaires offerts pagrégramme. (26)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter d’autres produits quieg'avais initialement planifiés pour bénéficiBavantages
supplémentaires offerts par le programme. (27)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter une autre marque pogfitiénd’avantages supplémentaires offerts pardégramme. (28)

Quel que soit mon expérience (positive ou négativey le programme de fidélité, je vais parler a& mxpérience
vécue avec mon entourage. (29)

Lorsque je suis décu(e) par le programme, j'eneparinon entourage. (30)

Si je suis satisfait(e) du programme, je recommanedgrogramme a mon entourage. (31)

Je vais essayer de convaincre mon entourage de&dhée programme lorsqu’il y a une offre intératsa(32)

Lorsque je recois une communication liée au progmar(un e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), giire. (33)

Lorsque je recois une communication liée au progmarun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), jgetée directement
a la poubelle. (34)

Lorsque je recois une communication liée au progmartun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), jsggadu temps a
lire. (35)

Je suis attentif/ve a toutes les informations gu&g¢ois concernant le programme. (36)

[

Je m'intéresse aux informations que je recois ppad avec le programme. (37)

Lorsque je recois une offre comme membre du progranje suis curieux/se et je vais rechercher piafodmations.
(38)

De maniére générale, je pense étre réactif/ve Hesat propositions que fait le magasin aux merslolu programme.
(39)

Lorsque je recois une offre en lien avec le prognanipar courrier ou par email), je me rends damsdgasin afin
d’en profiter. (40)

Je recherche des informations sur le programmaldkté (sur internet ou dans le magasin). (41)

Dans le magasin, jemporte les nouveaux magaziaetepliants contenant des informations sur le pnogne. (42)

Je me tiens au courant des offres que proposeogegonme. (43)

Je suis de pres I'actualité concernant ce progrart¥ig

Q25 Vous avez dépassé la moitié du questionnaicere un peu de courage ! :)

Q27 Voici ci-dessous une série d’'affirmations déami vos attitudes et vos comportements enversigramme de fidélité
gue vous avez mentionné. Pour chacune de ces atfiinms, veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vaes é'accord avec
celle-ci ?

Pas du tout Pas daccord (2) Plutét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc D'accord (6) Tout a fait
T daccord (3) |en désaccord (4) 5) d'accord (7)

d’'accord (1)

J'ai fait un bon choix quand j'ai décidé de pap@iau programme. (1)

Mon évaluation globale de ce programme est bo@)e. (

Les avantages que j'ai regus ainsi qu'étre un merdbrce programme rencontrent mes attentes. (3)
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Tout bien considéré, je suis satisfait de ce progra de fidélité. (4)

Je recommanderais ce programme a d’autres persdbhes

J'ai une forte préférence pour ce programme. (6)

Je préfere ce programme a d’autres programmes. (7)

Q30 Complétez: Participer a ce programme de fiéléhié rend...

Pas du tout Pas daccord (§) Plutdét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc Daccord (6) Tout a fait
17 d'accord (3) |en désaccord (4) 5) d'accord (7)

d’'accord (1)

heureux(se). (1)

joyeux(se). (2)
content(e). (3)
stimulé(e). (4)
enthousiaste. (5)

transporté(e). (6)

Q25 Voici ci-dessous une série d'affirmations déami vos attitudes et vos comportements enversdigne qui propose le
programme de fidélité (que vous avez mentionné Ipdws). Pour chacune de ces affirmations, veditldiquer dans quelle
mesure vous étes d’accord avec celle-ci ?

Pas du tout Pas daccord (2) Plutét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc Daccord (6) Tout a fait
T daccord (3) |en désaccord (4) 5) d'accord (7)

d’'accord (1)

Méme si cette enseigne était plus difficile a atleg, je continuerais a acheter chez eux. (1)

Je me sens engagé(e) envers cette enseigne. (2)

Je suis prét(e) a faire davantage de kilomeétresdafirester client(e) de cette enseigne. (3)

J'ai beaucoup d’affection pour cette enseigne. (4)

L’'achat au sein de cette enseigne me procure bepwmjoie, beaucoup de bonheur. (5)

J'éprouve un certain réconfort a effectuer mestachia sein de cette enseigne. (6)

Je suis tres lié(e) a cette enseigne. (7)

Je suis tres attaché(e) a cette enseigne. (8)

Q29 Complétez: Concernant I'enseigne choisie, je susceptible de ...

Pas du tout Plutdét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc Tout a fait

Pas d'accord (Z D'accord (6)

)
d’'accord (1) ) d'accord (3) |en désaccord (4) 5) d'accord (7)

m’ajouter au listing d’e-mails de I'enseigne afi@ kcevoir des annonces, bons de réductions,1gtc. (

obtenir une nouvelle carte de fidélité de I'enseig2)

renvoyer a I'enseigne un bon regu afin de bénéfids avantages. (3)

m’ajouter au listing d’adresses postales de I'egreeifin de recevoir des annonces, bons de rédscedc. (4)

obtenir une carte de crédit de I'enseigne. (5)

Q38 L’entretien touche a sa fin. Il nous reste asvposer quelques questions générales sur vofiie @s informations
resteront confidentielles.
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Q31 Etes-vous...

O Une femme (1)
O  Un homme (2)

Q32 Quel 4ge avez-vous?

Q33 De combien de personnes se compose votre meéoageompris? (Par ménage nous entendons toutspes vivant
régulierement sous le méme toit)

1 personne (1)

2 personnes (2)

3 personnes (3)

4 personnes (4)

5 personnes (5)

6 personnes et plus (6)

000000

Q34 Quel est votre plus haut dipléme?

Dipléme primaire (1)

Dipléme secondaire inférieur (2)
Dipldme secondaire supérieur (3)
Dipldme supérieur non-universitaire (4)
Dipléme supérieur universitaire (5)
Dipldme post-universitaire (6)

00000

Q40 Quelle est votre situation professionnelle?

Employé(e) (1)

Indépendant(e) (2)

Profession libérale (3)
Agriculteur/trice ou exploitant(e) (4)
Artisant(e) ou commercant(e) (5)
Cadre (6)

Ouvrier(ére) (7)

Etudiant(e) (8)

Sans emploi (9)

Personne au foyer (10)
Retraité(e) (11)

(O ONONONONCHORONONONG;
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Appendix 4 : questionnaire for study 3

Q1 Bonjour, Dans le cadre d’'une recherche séigue: menée par des chercheurs 'UCL et I'Univérsie Namur, nous
réalisons une enquéte concernant les programmigétieé.  Auriez-vous I'amabilité de répondreeés quelques
questions ? Votre participation est primordialerpmaus. L'enquéte prend environ 10 minutes. lla’yi bonne, ni mauvaise
réponse, seule votre opinion nous intéresse. Resuradsons méthodologiques, certaines questiongepeuous paraitre
redondantes mais il est essentiel pour le succétdde que vous répondiez a toutes les questles.informations seront
traitées de maniére totalement anonyme. Megsiatice pour votre collaboration.

Q2 Avant de commencer, pourriez-vous reporter feéro qui vous a été communiqué dans I'e-mail?

Q3 Pour commencer ce questionnaire, nous vous amarle penser a un programme de fidélité d’un siagpe vous
fréquentez (peu importe le secteur) et par ledeetreprise vous a déja au moins une fois contar&{ dehors du point de
vente (par exemple; par email, par courrier, viadipliants liés au programme,...). A quel progr@pensez-vous ?
Nom du magasin/enseigne proposant ce programme:

Q4 Voici ci-dessous une série d’affirmations déanmt le programme de fidélité de I'enseigne ques\avez proposé. Pour
chacune de ces affirmations, veuillez indiquersdgurelle mesure vous étes d'accord avec celle-ci ?

Pas du tout lutdt pas Ni en accord ni| Plutét d’accord D'accord (6) Tout a fait
d'accord (1) accord (3) |en désaccord (4p) d’accord (7)

Pas d'accord (2),

Cette enseigne
m’envoie
souvent des
communications
a travers le
programme (1)
Cette enseigne
me tient
informé(e) a
travers des o o o o @) o @)
communications
concernant le
programme (2)
Cette enseigne
m'informe
souvent a
travers des o o o o o o o
brochures
concernant le
programme (3)
Cette enseigne
fait des efforts
pour augmente
la fidélité de se
clients réguliers
)

Cette enseigne
fait divers
efforts pour
améliorer sa o o o o o o o
relation avec se
clients réguliers
5

Cette enseigne
se soucie
vraiment de
garder ses
clients réguliers

(6)
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Q5 Voici ci-dessous une série d’affirmations déamivwotre participation au programme de fidélité gaus avez
mentionné. Pour chacune de ces affirmations, eaifidiquer dans quelle mesure vous étes d'acvercelles-ci ?

Pas du tout Plutét pas | Nien accord ni Plutdt d'accorc Tout a fait

Pas d'accord (2) D'accord (6)

d'accord (7)

d'accord (1) d'accord (3) |en désaccord () (5)

Je me considére comme un membre actif de ce progea(h)

Je participe activement a ce programme (2)

J’;estime avoir un niveau d’;activité élevé en ceapncerne ce programme (3)

Ma participation a ce programme est faible (4)

Je présente ma carte de fidélité a la caisse, n@swie la caissiére/le caissier ne me la demaasle(p)

J'oublie de sortir ma carte de fidélité lorsquéfgetue des achats dans cette enseigne. (6)

Je pense spontanément a sortir ma carte de fitlélitéle mon passage a la caisse. (7)

Je présente ma carte de fidélité a la caisse umigpielorsque la caissiere/le caissier me la demdBjle

J'attends que la caissiére/le caissier me demardeante de fidélité pour lui présenter. (10)

Je suis de pres I'évolution de mes points « fidéfit(11)

Je fais le nécessaire pour échanger mes poirgsetair la récompense. (16)

Lorsque jatteins le seuil nécessaire, je m'asslarbien recevoir la récompense. (17)

Lorsque je recgois une récompense a utiliser surpnochain achat, je fais un effort pour retourrensicette enseigne afin
d’en bénéficier. (18)

Lorsque j'ai atteint un certain seuil de pointsije rends spécifiquement dans cette enseigne poevair ma récompense
(19)

Je me rends spécifiquement dans cette enseigmgilibpropose une offre intéressante aux membregsrdgramme. (20)

Je choisis cette enseigne plutét qu’une autre pénéficier des avantages offerts par le prograni2ig.

Lorsque je recois un avantage particulier graceragramme, je me rends dans cette enseigne plugidans une autre. (22

Si le programme propose une offre temporaire,geifie mes courses au moment ou je peux bénéfieieavantages offerts.
(23)

Je vais m'arranger pour acheter en fonction détagde de validité des offres proposées par lerprogie. (24)

J'organise mon agenda en fonction des offres pémgmopar le programme. (25)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter plus de produits powgfioger d’avantages supplémentaires offerts pardgramme. (26)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter d’autres produits qugieg'avais initialement planifiés pour bénéficitavantages supplémentaires
offerts par le programme. (27)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter une autre marque posfitién d’avantages supplémentaires offerts pardgramme. (28)

Quel que soit mon expérience (positive ou négativey le programme de fidélité, je vais parler @& mxpérience vécue
avec mon entourage. (29)

Lorsque je suis dégu(e) par le programme, j';efepmon entourage. (30)

Si je suis satisfait(e) du programme, je recommaredgrogramme a mon entourage. (31)

Je vais essayer de convaincre mon entourage dedhée programme lorsqu’il y a une offre intératsa(32)

Lorsque je recois une communication liée au progrartun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), jedvre. (33)

Lorsque je recois une communication liée au progmartun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), jgette directement a la
poubelle. (34)

Lorsque je regois une communication liée au progmartun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), jesgadu temps a la lire.
(39)

Lorsque je recois une offre comme membre du progranje suis curieux/se et je vais rechercher pingodmations. (38)

Je recherche des informations sur le programmeldEté (sur internet ou dans le magasin). (41)

Dans le magasin, jemporte les nouveaux magazinetepliants contenant des informations sur le pnogne. (42)

Je me tiens au courant des offres que proposeogegonme. (43)

Je suis de pres I'actualité concernant ce prograr(dg
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Q6 Voici ci-dessous une série d’affirmations déamivwos attitudes et vos comportements enversolgrgmme de fidélité
que vous avez mentionné. Pour chacune de ces atfiims, veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vaes é'accord avec
celle-ci ?

Pas du tout Plutét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc Tout a fait

Pas d'accord (2) D'accord (6)

d’'accord (1) d'accord (3) |en désaccord (4) 5) d'accord (7)

J'ai fait un bon choix quand j'ai décidé de pap@i au programme. (1)

Mon évaluation globale de ce programme est bor@)e. (

Les avantages que j'ai recus ainsi qu'étre un merdbrce programme rencontrent mes attentes. (3)

Tout bien considéré, je suis satisfait de ce progra de fidélité. (4)

Je recommanderais ce programme a d’autres persdbhes

J'ai une forte préférence pour ce programme. (6)

Je préfere ce programme a d’autres programmes. (7)

Q7 Voici ci-dessous une série d’affirmations déamivwos attitudes et vos comportements enversdigne qui propose le
programme de fidélité (que vous avez mentionné Ipdus). Pour chacune de ces affirmations, vetitldjuer dans quelle
mesure vous étes d’accord avec celle-ci ?

Méme si cette enseigne était plus difficile a atleg, je continuerais a acheter chez eux. (1)

Je me sens engagé(e) envers cette enseigne. (2)

Je suis prét(e) a faire davantage de kilométresdefirester client(e) de cette enseigne. (3)

J'ai beaucoup d’affection pour cette enseigne. (4)

L’'achat au sein de cette enseigne me procure bepwmjoie, beaucoup de bonheur. (5)

J'éprouve un certain réconfort a effectuer mesiachia sein de cette enseigne. (6)

Je suis tres lié(e) a cette enseigne. (7)

Je suis tres attaché(e) a cette enseigne. (8)

J’;ai une relation de grande qualité avec cetteigne (9)

Je suis heureux des efforts que I'enseigne fasndes clients comme moi (10)

Je suis satisfait de la relation que j';ai avetecehseigne (11)

Je rachéterais des articles ou des services diaasoseigne (12)

J';ai tendance a retourner dans cette enseignefgioeirmes achats (13)

Cette enseigne est mon premier choix quand il $'cigicheter ce genre d’;articles (14)

Q8 Pourquoi fréquentez-vous cette enseigne? Veulisser les réponses ci-dessous.

Les prix pratiqués (1)

La distance parcourue pour atteindre I'gnsg2)
Le personnel (3)

L'assortiment proposé (4)

L'ambiance du magasin (5)
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Q9 A quelle fréquence vous rendez-vous dans ceseigne?

Moins d'1 fois par an (1)
2 a 3 fois par an (2)

1 fois tous les 2 mois (3)
1 fois par mois (4)

2 a 3 fois par mois (5)

1 fois par semaine (6)

2 a 3 fois par semaine (7)
4 a 5 fois par semaine (8)
Tous les jours (9)

00000000

Q10 En moyenne, combien dépensez-vous a chaqugueigous vous rendez dans cette enseigne ?

0a4,99% (1)
5a9,99€ (2)

10 &4 14,99€ (3)

15 &419,99€ (4)

20 & 29,99€ (5)

30 & 39,99€ (6)

40 & 49,99€ (7)

50 & 74,99€ (8)

75 & 99,99€ (9)
100 & 124,99€ (10)
125 a 149,99€ (11)
150 & 174,99€ (12)
175 a 199,99€ (13)
200 a 249,99€ (14)
250 & 299,99€ (15)
300 a 399€ (16)
400 & 499€ (17)
500¢€ et plus (si plus, quel montant environ?) (18)

(ORONONONONCNONORONONONONCNONORONONG,

Q11 En moyenne, combien dépensez-vous chaque amuéscgs enseignes, tous magasins confondus ?

0 a49,99€ (7)

50 & 99,99€ (8)

100 a 149,99€ (11)
150 a 199,99€ (13)
200 & 249,99€ (14)
250 a 299,99€ (15)
300 & 349,99€ (16)
350 a 399,99€ (17)
400 & 449,99€ (19)
450 & 499,99€ (20)
500 a 549,99€ (21)
550 & 599,99€ (22)
600 a 699,99€ (23)
700 & 799,99€ (24)
800 a 899,99€ (25)
900 a 999,99€ (26)
1000 a 1249,99€ (27)
1250 a 1499,99€ (28)
1500 a 1749,99€ (29)
1750 a 1999,99€ (30)
2000€ et plus (si plus, quel montant environ?) (18)

(ONONONONCNORONONONONONCNONORONONONONCNONE)
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Q12 Voici quelques questions concernant vos haeduatachat dans ce type d’;enseigne, dans queksira étes-vous
d’;accord avec les affirmations suivantes?

Pas du tout Plutdét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc Tout & fait

Pas d'accord (2) D'accord (6)

d'accord (1) d'accord (3) |en désaccord (4) 5) d'accord (7)

En général, je suis quelqu'un qui considére le tigpproduits achetés dans cette enseigne commetantso(1)

En général, je suis quelqu'un qui est intéresséeggpe de produits achetés dans cette enseigne (2

En général, je suis quelqu'un pour qui le typerdelyts achetés dans cette enseigne signifie beau®)

Je choisis d'acheter mes produits dans une ensgifjioffre les meilleures promotions du moment (4)

Je compare ce que je peux retirer de mon argestldarifférentes enseignes (5)

Je tire profit de la comparaison des prix a tradéfférentes enseignes actives dans le secteur (6)

Je choisis I'enseigne dans laquelle je vais réatigs achats sur bas des prix qui y sont pratiff)és

Je pense que des contacts personnalisés avestampeldans ce type d'enseigne sont importants (8)

Je pense qu'il est important d'étre reconnu pg@elsonnel dans ce type d’enseigne (9)

Jeffectue seulement mes achats dans des enseigipesais que le personnel est amical (10)

Je pense qu'il est important qu'il y ait des merstite personnel a qui parler dans ce type d’enséighe

Je veux faire le moins d’effort possible lorsquedfgctue mes achats dans ce type d’enseigne (12)

Je pense qu’effectuer mes achats dans ce typesijeesest un mal nécessaire (13)

J'alloue le moins de temps possible a effectuerawbats dans ce type d’enseigne (14)

Je veux étre reconnu(e) pour ma fidélité (15)

Si je ne participe pas, je manque des bénéficesriamts (16)

Si je m'investis dans la relation, je veux étreor@pensé(e) pour mon investissement (17)

Je ne veux pas étre mis(e) de coté si d’autrestsliecoivent des bénéfices que je ne recois &s (1

Je n’aime pas donner mes informations personnélies entreprise (19)

J'ai peur de donner mes informations personneltisseentreprises (20)

Cela m’ennuie lorsque je recois des mails non déslieda part d’'une entreprise (21)

Je n’aime pas recevoir des mails non désirés partad’'une entreprise (22)

L’entretien touche a sa fin. Il nous reste a voosep quelques questions générales sur votre pBef.informations resteront
confidentielles.

Q13 Etes-vous...

O Une femme (1)
O Un homme (2)

Q14 Quel age avez-vous?

Q15 De combien de personnes se compose votre meoageompris? (Par ménage nous entendons toutgmpes vivant
régulierement sous le méme toit)

1 personne (1)

2 personnes (2)

3 personnes (3)

4 personnes (4)

5 personnes (5)

6 personnes et plus (6)

00000
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Q16 Quel est votre plus haut dipléme?

000000

Dipléme primaire (1)
Dipldme secondaire inférieur (2)
Dipldme secondaire supérieur (3)

Dipléme supérieur non-universitaire (4)

Dipldme supérieur universitaire (5)
Dipldme post-universitaire (6)

Q17 Quelle est votre situation professionnelle?

(ONONONONCNORONONONONG)

Employé(e) (1)

Indépendant(e) (2)

Profession libérale (3)
Agriculteur/trice ou exploitant(e) (4)
Artisant(e) ou commercant(e) (5)
Cadre (6)

Ouvrier(ere) (7)

Etudiant(e) (8)

Sans emploi (9)

Personne au foyer (10)
Retraité(e) (11)
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Appendix 5 : questionnaire for study 4

Q1 Bonjour, Dans le cadre d'une recherche scigméifmenée par des chercheurs I'UCL et I'Univerd@ééNamur, nous
réalisons une enquéte concernant les programnigétieé. Auriez-vous I'amabilité de répondre & cgielques questions ?
Votre participation est primordiale pour nous. ldete prend environ 10 minutes. Il n’y a ni bonmienauvaise réponse,
seule votre opinion nous intéresse. Pour desnmaisiéthodologiques, certaines questions peuverst paraitre redondantes
mais il est essentiel pour le succés de I'étudevqus répondiez a toutes les questions. Ces inf@ngaseront traitées de
maniere totalement anonyme. Merci d’avance potrev@mable et précieuse collaboration.

Q2 Avant de commencer, pourriez-vous reporter feéro qui vous a été communiqué dans I'e-mail damsse ci-
dessous?

Q1la Avez-vous au moins une carte de fidélité darsetteur de I'alimentaire (grandes surfaces)seuestimentaire /
secteur des magasins de bricolage / secteur degtiqaes et produits de soin?

O Oui(1)
O Non (2)

Answer If Pour débuter cette enquéte, nous vousaddoms si vous étes membre d'au moins un progratanele secteur
de l'alimentaire (grandes surfaces)? Oui Is Satlect

Q2a Nous vous demandons de penser a la derniéeedesfidélité que vous avez utilisée dans le seate l'alimentaire
(grandes surfaces). Nom du magasin/enseigne gaapoe programme:
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Q3a Voici ci-dessous une série d’affirmations démrtt votre participation au programme de fidélis@ gous avez
mentionné.  Pour chacune de ces affirmations|lge indiquer dans quelle mesure vous étes didcaeec celle-ci ?
[Cochez un chiffre de 1 a 7. « 1 » signifie que v'éses pas du tout d’accord et « 7 » signifie vpues étes tout a fait
d’accord avec cette affirmation (une seule répmossible)]

Pas du tout Plutét pas | Nien accord ni Plutét d'accorc Tout & fait

Pas d’'accord (2) D'accord (6)

d'accord (1) d'accord (3) |en désaccord (%) (5) d'accord (7)

Je me considére comme un membre actif de ce progeaih)

Je participe activement a ce programme (2)

J'estime avoir un niveau d’activité élevé en ceapricerne ce programme (3)

Ma participation a ce programme est faible (4)

Je présente ma carte de fidélité a la caisse, n@swe la caissiére/le caissier ne me la demaasi€y)

J'oublie de sortir ma carte de fidélité lorsquédfgetue des achats dans cette enseigne (6)

Je pense spontanément a sortir ma carte de fitilitéle mon passage a la caisse (7)

Je ne présente ma carte de fidélité a la caisstotpepie la caissiére/le caissier me la demande (8)

J'attends que la caissiére/le caissier me demamdeante de fidélité pour lui présenter (9)

Je fais le nécessaire pour échanger mes poirgsetair la récompense (10)

Lorsque je regois une récompense & utiliser surpnochain achat, je fais un effort pour retourreansicette enseigne afin
d’en bénéficier (11)

Lorsque j'ai atteint un certain seuil de pointsirje rends spécifiquement dans cette enseigne poevair ma récompense
(12)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter plus d’articles pourfi@eéd’avantages supplémentaires offerts partgmmme (13)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter d’autres articles qugieg'avais initialement planifié pour bénéficiavantages
supplémentaires offerts par le programme (14)

Je suis prét(e) a acheter une autre marque pogfitiénd’avantages supplémentaires offerts pardgramme (15)

Quelle que soit mon expérience (positive ou négativec le programme de fidélité, je vais parlemde expérience vécu
avec mon entourage (16)

Lorsque je suis dégue par le programme, je vajgaeer a mon entourage (17)

Si je suis satisfaite du programme, je vais recontteace programme a mon entourage (18)

Je vais essayer de convaincre mon entourage dexdhée programme lorsqu’il y a une offre intérags419)

Lorsque je recois une communication liée au prograrun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), gaitire (20)

Lorsque je recois une communication liée au progmarun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), jgetée directement a Ia
poubelle (21)

Lorsque je regois une communication liée au prograrfun e-mail, une brochure, un flyer, etc.), jssgadu temps a la lirg
(22)

Lorsque je recois une offre comme membre du progranje suis curieux(se) et je vais rechercher glagormations (23)

Je recherche des informations sur le programmaldkté (sur internet ou dans le magasin) (24)

Dans le magasin, j'emporte les nouveaux magazinegpliants contenant des informations sur le pnogne (25)

Je me tiens au courant des offres que proposeogegmnme (26)

Je suis de prés 'actualité concernant ce progra(@ifie

Je suis de pres I'évolution de mes points « fidéi{28)
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Q4a Voici ci-dessous une série d'affirmations démrt vos attitudes et comportements envers le progre de fidélité que
vous avez mentionné.  Pour chacune de ces affons, veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vaes é'accord avec
celle-ci ? [Cochez un chiffre de 1 a 7. « 1gn#ie que vous n'étes pas du tout d’accord eb<sifgnifie que vous étes tout
a fait d’accord avec cette affirmation (une se@af@nse possible)]

Je recommanderais ce programme a d’autres pers¢ines

J'ai une forte préférence pour ce programme (2)

Je préfere ce programme a d’autres programmes (3)

J'ai fait un bon choix quand j'ai décidé de pap@ia ce programme (4)

Mon évaluation globale de ce programme est bonne (5

Les avantages que je recois en tant que membre piegramme rencontrent mes attentes (6)

Tout bien considéré, je suis satisfait de ce progra de fidélité (7)

Qb5a Voici ci-dessous une série d’'affirmations déurt vos attitudes et vos comportements enversdigne qui propose le
programme de fidélité (que vous avez mentionné lpdug). Pour chacune de ces affirmations, veuiilidiquer dans quelle
mesure vous étes d'accord avec celle-ci ? [Cochehiffre de 1 a 7. « 1 » signifie que vous n'@@&s du tout d'accord et

« 7 » signifie que vous étes tout & fait d’accarelcacette affirmation (une seule réponse possible)]

Cette enseigne fait des efforts pour augmentedéité de ses clients réguliers (1)

Cette enseigne fait tout ce qu’elle peut pour amglisa relation avec ses clients réguliers. (2)

Cette enseigne se soucie vraiment de garder sassaléguliers (3)

Comme client régulier, j'ai une relation de grandeldé avec cette enseigne (4)

Je suis heureux des efforts que I'enseigne faitesngdes clients réguliers comme moi (5)

Je suis satisfait de la relation que j'ai avececettseigne (6)

Tout ce qui concerne cette enseigne retient nentain (7)

J'aime en savoir plus sur cette enseigne (8)

J'accorde beaucoup d'intérét a tout ce qui conceetie enseigne (9)

Je me tiens au courant des informations concenwdtg enseigne (10)

Je consacre beaucoup de mon temps a cette engklgne

Je me donne a fond pour cette enseigne (12)

Je suis passionné(e) par cette enseigne (13)

Ma vie ne serait pas la méme sans cette enseighe (1

J'aime passer du temps dans cette enseigne (15)

J'aime bien fréquenter cette enseigne avec morueage (16)

J'apprécie davantage fréquenter cette enseignguele suis avec d'autres (17)

Fréquenter cette enseigne est plus plaisant lodquéres personnes autour de moi la fréquentesfgait (18)

J'ai beaucoup d'affection pour cette enseigne (19)

Acheter dans cette enseigne me procure beaucgopegdbeaucoup de bonheur (20)

J'éprouve un certain réconfort a effectuer mestachia sein de cette enseigne (21)

Je suis tres lié(e) a cette enseigne (22)

Je suis tres attaché(e) a cette enseigne (23)

Cette enseigne est mon choix préféré (24)

Je me considére fidele a cette enseigne (25)

Je recommanderais cette enseigne a d'autres (26)

Je préfere cette enseigne plutot qu’une autre (27)

Je rachéterais des produits ou des services ddasoseigne (28)

J'aurais tendance a retourner dans cette ensetgrdgire mes achats (29)

Cette enseigne est mon premier choix quand il stBgiheter ce genre de produits ou services (30)
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Q6a Vous étes bientdt a la fin, encore un peu deage! :-)
Q7a En moyenne, quel budget dépensez-vous chagaealars le secteur de I'alimentaire, tous magasinfondus ?

0 a24,99€ (1)

25 a49,99€ (2)

50 & 99,99€ (3)

100 a 149,99€ (4)
150 a 199,99€ (5)
200 & 249,99€ (6)
250 a 299,99€ (7)
300 & 349,99€ (8)
350 a 399,99€ (9)
400 a 449,99€ (10)
450 & 499,99€ (11)
500 a 549,99€ (12)
550 & 599,99€ (13)
600 a 699,99€ (14)
700 & 799,99€ (15)
800 & 899,99€ (16)
900 a 999,99€ (17)
1000 a 1249,99€ (18)
1250 a 1499,99€ (19)
1500 a 1749,99€ (20)
1750 a 1999,99€ (21)
2000€ et plus (22)

(ONONONONCNONONONONONONCNCNORONONONONCNONONG

Q8a Pourriez-vous indiquer ci-dessous quel pouagentle votre budget total mensuel dans l'alimentaius allouez a
I'enseigne dont vous avez cité le programme dditéd@

% du budget total alimentaire dépensé damseigne citée (1)

Q9a En moyenne, a quelle fréquence vous rendezdanssles grandes surfaces pour vos courses adimEn(toutes
enseignes confondues) ?

Tous les jours (1)

4 a 5 fois par semaine (2)
2 a 3 fois par semaine (3)
1 fois par semaine (4)

2 a 3 fois par mois (5)

1 fois par mois (6)

1 fois tous les 2 mois (7)
2 a 3 fois par an (8)
Moins d'1 fois par an (9)

(ONONONONCNONORONG

Q10a En moyenne, a quelle fréquence vous rendez-dems 1&#39;enseigne dont vous avez cité le progr@ pour vos
courses alimentaires?

Tous les jours (1)

4 a 5 fois par semaine (2)
2 a 3 fois par semaine (3)
1 fois par semaine (4)

2 a 3 fois par mois (5)

1 fois par mois (6)

1 fois tous les 2 mois (7)
2 a 3 fois par an (8)
Moins d'1 fois par an (9)

C0C00000OO0OO0
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Q11a Voici ci-dessous une série d'affirmations téat vos attitudes et vos comportements. Poucwhade ces
affirmations, veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesuras étes d'accord avec celle-ci ? [Cochez un ehdirl & 7. « 1 »
signifie que vous n'étes pas du tout d’accord &b<ignifie que vous étes tout a fait d’accordcasette affirmation (une
seule réponse possible)]

En général, je suis quelqu’un qui considéere le tp@roduits achetés dans cette enseigne commetanfso(1)

En général, je suis quelqu’un qui est intéressédepgpe de produits achetés dans cette enseigne (2

En général, je suis quelqu’un pour qui le type delpits achetés dans cette enseigne signifie beau&)

Je choisis d’acheter mes produits dans une ensgigrigfre les meilleures promotions du moment (4)

Je compare ce que je peux retirer de mon argestldamifférentes enseignes (5)

Je tire profit de la comparaison des prix a tradéférentes enseignes actives dans le secteur (6)

Je choisis I'enseigne dans laquelle je vais réafises achats sur base des prix qui y sont pratigi)és

Je pense que des contacts personnalisés avestmpeldans ce type d’enseigne sont importants (8)

Je pense qu'il est important d'étre reconnu pg@elsonnel dans ce type d’enseigne (9)

Jeffectue seulement mes achats dans des enseigipesais que le personnel est amical (10)

Je pense qu'il est important qu'il y ait des merstite personnel a qui parler dans ce type d’enséighe

Je veux faire le moins d’effort possible lorsquedfgctue mes achats dans ce type d’enseigne (12)

Je pense qu’effectuer mes achats dans ce typesijeesest un mal nécessaire (13)

J'alloue le moins de temps possible a effectuerawbats dans ce type d’enseigne (14)

Je veux étre reconnu(e) pour ma fidélité (15)

Si je ne participe pas, je manque des bénéficesriamts (16)

Si je m'investis dans la relation avec I'enseiga&eux étre récompensé(e) pour mon investisse(i@t

Je ne veux pas étre mis(e) de cdté si d'autrestsliecoivent des bénéfices que je ne regois @&@s (1

Je n’aime pas donner mes informations personnélies entreprise (19)

J'ai peur de donner mes informations personneltisseentreprises (20)

Cela m’ennuie lorsque je recois des mails non déslieda part d’'une entreprise (21)

Je n'aime pas recevoir des mails non désirés partad’'une entreprise (22)

Q12a L'entretien touche a sa fin. Il nous resteus poser quelques questions générales sur vafiie §es informations
resteront confidentielles.

Q13-1a Combien de cartes de fidélité avez-voustlidans le secteur de 1&#39;alimentaire ?

1(1)

2a4(Q)
5a9@3)

10 414 (4)
15419 (5)
20 ou plus (6)

000000

Q13-2a Combien de cartes de fidélité utilisez-vibauss le secteur de 1&#39;alimentaire ?

1(1)

2a4(2)
549 (@)
10214 (4)
15419 (5)
20 ou plus (6)

00000
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Q13a Combien de cartes de fidélité avez-vous au(totees enseignes et secteurs confondus)?

1(1)

2a4 (2
5a9(3)
10414 (4)
15419 (5)
20 ou plus (6)

000000

Q14a Combien de cartes de fidélité utilisez-voumités enseignes et secteurs confondus)?

1(2)

2a4(Q)
5a9@3)

10 414 (4)
152419 (5)
20 ou plus (6)

00000

Q15a Etes-vous...

O  Une femme (1)
O Un homme (2)

Q16a Quel age avez-vous?

— age(l)

Q17a De combien de personnes se compose votre eyémag compris ? [Par ménage, on entend toutg@etesnnes qui
vivent de maniéere réguliere sous le méme toit]

1 personne (1)

2 personnes (2)

3 personnes (3)

4 personnes (4)

5 personnes (5)

6 personnes et plus (6)

000000

Q18a Quel est votre plus haut dipléme?

Dipldme primaire (1)

Dipldme secondaire (2)

Dipldme supérieur non-universitaire (3)
Dipléme supérieur universitaire (4)

(ORONONG,

Q19a Quelle est votre situation professionnelle?

Etudiant (1)
Personne au foyer (2)
Sans emploi (3)
Ouvrier(ere) (4)
Employé(e) (5)

Cadre (6)
Indépendant (7)
Profession libérale (8)
Autre (9)
Retraité(e) (11)

(O ONONONONCNORONONG,

106



107



108



ESSAY 2 :
ENHANCING CUSTOMER ENGAGEMENT

WITH LOYALTY PROGRAMS

Note: this essay is co-written as first author by thetdmal candidate, in collaboration with Valérie %na
(Université catholique de Louvain) and Pietro Zi¢daiversité de Namur, Belgium).

An earlier version of this essay has been preseattdtEuropean Marketing Academy confereif2@16 — Oslo,
Norway).

The target journals for this essay are lbarnal of the Academy of Marketing Scienceor theJournal of
Business Research

109



110



Abstract

Despite the increasing number of customer’s LP lareots, the average number of programs
in which members are engaged has decreased. dd®arch investigates what type of LP
design and related perceived benefits will be ntitedy to increase customer’'s engagement
with LPs. With the help of an experimental studg, @xamine to what extent some elements of
the LP design will impact customers’ LP engagemd®esults show that, whereas utilitarian
benefits enhance LP engagement under low involventeedonic benefits are more effective
to enhance LP engagement under high involvemenecoghition benefits enhance LP
engagement. This study contributes to previoasditire on LPs by providing insights on how

to keep customers engaged after enrolment.

Keywords: engagement, loyalty programs, perceivartebts
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Introduction

The use of direct marketing has increased steadity the last decades and the vast
majority of companies use customer relationship agament instruments (van Diepen et al.
2009). Loyalty programs (referred to as LPs heegpare a widely used customer relationship
management tool and U.S. companies spend annuadly$%0 billion on the development of
LPs (Shaukat and Auerbach 2011). Furthermore, 67%ompanies indicate that they will
increase their LP budgets in 2017 (Crowdtwist 2016) Europe, the importance of LPs is
rising too with an increase in the total numbektB$ between 2013 and 2015 of 10% (Virtone
2015). Companies’ objectives with LPs are threkfacquiring more information about
customers (Kumar and Shah 2004), creating loyalshanging behaviours (Bolton et al. 2000)

and establishing long term relationships with cos (Sharp and Sharp 1997).

Traditional perspectives on LPs suggest encouragipgated purchases through financial
rewards, in line with economic exchange view ondligming and maintaining customer
relationships (Henderson et al. 2011). Usuallys bifer utilitarian benefits to customers in
exchange for repeat patronage to an organizati@mbléNet al. 2014). But, non-financial
incentives can also be leveraged to promote thedtion of relationships (Brashear-Alejandro
et al. 2016). LPs can offer social and symbolicaatlages (preferential treatment, restricted
check-in counters or customized content commumioatio build relationships with their

members (Melancon et al. 2011).

During the last decades, the number of LP memhesdims increased, with a growth of
26% of LP memberships between 2012 and 2014 (B29d5). But, while customers
increasingly enrol in these programs, traative participation is slowing down (Mauri 2003).
Indeed, 42% of enrolled members are not engagddtiat program; households are members
of 29 LPs on average but are engaged in only 1t2eoh (Berry 2015). Moreover, the proportion

of active memberships among total memberships itegepdd from 2010 to 2014, from 46% to
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42% (Berry 2013, 2015). Customers enrol in LPsusat less than half of their loyalty cards
to earn rewards. In addition, while firms maker@asingly important efforts to communicate
personally with their customers, a recent studyashthat only 22,4% of the e-mails sent by

companies to their customers are opened (DMA 2016).

These numbers show that firms manage to acquiremembers with their LPs but that
aren’t able to engage them with their programsth@it customers’ engagement, firms hardly
collect data and are unable to develop relationstrigtegies to make their customers more
loyal. Many programs fail because customers are emgfaged in relationship marketing

programs (Ashley et al. 2011).

Customer’s engagement with LPs is composed ofiffierent behavioural manifestations:
proactively using cardsredeeming points, adapting purchase behaviongbegceptive to

information, sharing information, and searchingifdormation (Bruneau et al. 2015).

The customer’s engagement with a program seems iofloenced by the LP design (De
Wulf et al. 2003). Previous empirical studies segjghat LP effectiveness depends on the
program design (Demoulin and Zidda 2008; Kreis lliafael 2014; Roehm et al. 2002; Yi and
Jeon 2003). A large body of research has pointedhow the LP design determines (1)
attitudinal loyalty to the program (e.g. Ashleya&t2016) (2) behavioural and loyalty towards
firm (e.g. Steinhoff and Palmatier 2016) and (Ippany’s profit (e.g. Zhang and Wedel 2009).
But, whereas customer’'s engagement with LPs segtitakin evaluating the effectiveness of
LPs, it remains unclear what type of LP designekithe customersngagementvith LPs.
The purpose of this study is to investigate the typLP design (more specifically LP rewards
and LP-related communication) that enhances LP gemgant. The LP design induces
customers’ perceived benefits of the LP (Mimouna&lbane and Volle 2010) which are keys
in customers’ mind and will drive their intentiom participate and thus engage with LPs (De

Wulf et al. 2003). Therefore, the purpose of study is to investigate what type of perceived
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benefits (utilitarian, hedonic and symbolic) witivie customer LP engagement. Furthermore,
many previous studies showed that customers’ regsoto LPs depend on their initial loyalty
and involvement levels (Liu 2007; Yi and Jeon 20@8)X no agreement exists on what types
of benefits are more effective for high or low itv@ment and loyalty levels. Accordingly, we
include loyalty and involvement as moderators eféffect of the LP design on customers’ LP

engagement.

Our research adds on previous research by providisights on how to enhance LP
engagement. While customers’ engagement with ERgy for the relationship marketing
strategy to succeed, no previous research hadigatsl how to foster customers’ engagement
with LPs.  Understanding how various featured.Bfs design enhance engagement with
loyalty programs is a critical question for theffeetiveness. Higher levels of engagement
improve customer perceptions of the quality of¢bevice provider and satisfaction (Gallan et

al. 2013).

Our paper also contributes to the large body a&faesh on LPs by considering initial loyalty
and involvement as moderators. Indeed, previoudied have shown that LP members may
respond differently to various incentives dependingheir loyalty and involvement levels (Liu
2007; Yi et al. 2011). From a managerial poinvigiw, the findings will help managers to
make their LP members engaged with LPs after emoinand collect data about their
customers in order develop adequate relationshigeting strategies. We provide them with
concrete recommendations about what type of LPgdehiey should implement to foster

engagement with their programs.

In the next section, we start with a short revidihe kinds of perceived benefits customers
derive from participating in LPs. Following, weudy the effects of perceived benefits (and

associated LP design) on customers’ LP engagertaiig into account initial loyalty level
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and involvement as moderators. Finally, we endhwitsummary of the main conclusions,

implications and suggestions for further research.

Perceived benefits of loyalty programs

This research examines how LP engagement is affegtenembers’ perceived benefits
of LPs. Customers are more likely to participateew they perceive benefits created by the
program (De Wulf et al. 2003). Perceived programndiits refer the perceived value customers
attach to what the program can provide or do fomimers (Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle
2010). Benefits customers obtain from LPs inclutligarian, hedonic and symbolic benefits.
Utilitarian benefits are primarily functional andstrumental. They are represented by the
“hard” dimensions of rewards (e.g. coupons or dists) because they are economic in nature
(Stathopoulou and Balabanis 2016). They usuallsespond to a product’s tangible attributes.
Hedonic benefits are represented by experientiabti®nal, and personally gratifying benefits
(Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010). They refleet'tboft” dimension of the rewards because
they are non-economic in nature. Symbolic beneditsr to the extrinsic advantages that LPs
can provide in relation for self-esteem and refwlin intangible and often product related
attributes (Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010). Seficbbenefits are divided into two sub
dimensions: recognition and social benefits. Qustie may experience recognition benefits
because they are better treated than other custofimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010).
These benefits are usually created by customizanmhpersonalization (Mimouni-Chaabane
and Volle 2010). Social benefits describe the that customers can develop a feeling of

belonging to a group that shares the same valuaadihi-Chaabane and Volle 2010).

To investigate the effects of perceived benefitk Brengagement, we will consider two
important aspects of LP’s design: type of reward BR-related communication. Rewards
refer to any abstract (e.g. hedonic or symboliogedion) or concrete (e.g. economic savings)

stimuli that trigger consumers’ internal cognitnesponses (Meyer-Waarden 2015). As stated
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above, hard rewards will create utilitarian bersefivhereas soft rewards will represent the
hedonic benefits. To induce symbolic benefitss thiudy will only consider recognition
benefits. Because of their nature, social benefiéshardly created by LP managers and have
been found to have no impact on the customer'sepéion of the company’s relationship
investment. To induce recognition benefits, a camiy used tool by LP managers is

personalization as they create a sign of distieci@ss for customers.

Previous research has found positive effects gi¢feeived benefits on LP membership
decision (Leenheer et al. 2007) and intention wi@pate (De Wulf et al. 2003). Our study

investigates what type of benefits engender LP gamant.
Hypotheses development
Utilitarian vs. hedonic benefits

Previous research commonly investigated the effettsard versus soft rewards, in
other words, they compared the effects of util@arand hedonic benefits (Breugelmans et al.
2015). For example, Bridson et al. (2008) asses$isedeffectiveness of hard versus soft
attributes on store satisfaction and loyalty; Metamet al. (2011) compared the effect of social
and economic rewards on consumer commitment; @zd@z-Abad et al. (2011) investigated
how relational versus promotional direct mails itppurchase behaviour. In line with this
stream of research, the first objective of thigegsh is to compare the effects of utilitarian and

hedonic benefits on LP engagement.

Utilitarian benefits are tangible in nature andoassted with hard rewards. Previous
research suggests that hard rewards have an ingpashort-term behaviour and loyalty
intentions (Meyer-Waarden 2015). The more cardirsldeceive promotional incentives, the
higher the likelihood that they remain loyal to tbard (Mauri 2003). When perceiving

economic rewards, consumers are more likely towteythe company (Melancon et al. 2011).
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Hedonic benefits are emotionally gratifying bersefand may be associated with
shopping, the use of media and increased behalogalty (Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle

2010). Hedonic benefits are positively relatetbi@lty (Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010).

We propose that the effect of the LP reward vadegsending on involvement. Many
studies showed involvement to be a key moderatan@gble affecting how consumers process
reward information (Melancon et al. 2011). Invehent is thought to have considerable
influence over the consumer behaviours and decisiaking processes. High and low involved
consumers are believed to behave differently (M&Yyaarden 2015). Under high
involvement, individuals devote much more cognifivecessing to messages and information
than under low involvement (Zaichkowsky 1985). rQudy suggests that under high
involvement, LP participation will be driven by hedc benefits whereas, under low

involvement, utilitarian benefits predict bettestamers’ LP participation.

High involvement.Many studies have shown that high-involved indiinls devote much
more cognitive processing to information from comipa (Batra and Stayman 1990). High
involved customers are more likely to process athmunications coming from a company
than low involved customers. Under high involvemeuastomers will tend form attitudes
towards a company based on all the informationithatovided by the company rather than on
deals and promotions (Melancon et al. 2011; Yi d@oh 2003). High involved LP members
will thus form attitudes based on new content ptedi(hedonic benefits) rather than utilitarian
benefits. Hence, the attitude (and related bel@yvtowards the LP of high involved customers
will not will be fostered by hedonic benefits ratlthan by utilitarian benefits. Moreover,
previous research showed that, under high involvenoeistomer’s motivation for purchasing
is the brand and not the reward offered (Roehnh @082). Highly involved customer derive

value from the brand itself, and not the relatedhattes of incentives (Rothschild and Gaidis
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1981). We thus propose that LP engagement wikrdeanced with hedonic benefits rather

than utilitarian benefits, in the high involvemeaise.

Low involvement Under low involvement, the level of customersguitive processing is
low and purchases can be characterized by inévtéydr-Waarden 2015). Value is derived
from the attributes of incentives and not from pheduct itself (Rothschild and Gaidis 1981).
In the context of LPs, it has been shown that, ulwe involvement, customers perceive more
value from monetary rewards (Daryanto et al. 2040)l LP rewards are their primary
motivation for purchasing (Meyer-Waarden 2015). e [doncrete features of an immediate,
monetary reward are more relevant to determineoousts’ attitudes (Roehm et al. 2002). We
thus propose that low involved customers will beeridkely to be engaged when they perceive

utilitarian benefits than hedonic benefits. Hernee,propose the following hypothesis:

H1: Under low involvement, perceived utilitarianniedits will induce higher levels of LP
engagement than hedonic benefits, whereas, ungleiimiolvement hedonic benefits will

induce higher levels of LP engagement than utiitabenefits.
Recognition benefits

With LPs, companies collect data and are able tsogp@lize their communications and
promotions to their customers. Indeed, servigadiincreasingly use information technology
to personalize communications, products and ses\{isesari and Mela 2003). Personalization
occurs when the firm decides what marketing migugable for the individual (Arora et al.
2008). Personalized communication can be defined &&m of personalized promotional
message that is delivered to each individual comsirased on personal information (Baek and
Morimoto 2012). Customers perceive personalizéerefas a sign of distinctiveness (Gordon

et al. 1998; Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010). eWwhP offers are personalized for
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customers, they will feel better treated (Gwinnerak 1998) and consequently perceive

recognition benefits.

Learning more about customer’s responses to pdrzatan is of particular relevance
(Shen and Ball 2009). Personalization has a pesgifect on customer’s purchase behaviour
(Gazquez-Abad et al. 2011) and is an importantcaatent of loyalty (Ball et al. 2006).
Customized promotions are positively related topmedemption behaviour (Zhang and Wedel
2009). Moreover, e-mails with a personal message higher opening rates than e-mails with
a non-personal message (Micheaux 2011) and pedcpemsonalization has a negative effect
on avoidance of the message (Baek and Morimoto )201Rersonalized communication
increases attention and responses to offers (AasdrMela 2003). Preferential treatment has
been found to have positive relationship with affeccommitment (the will to stay with an
organization) (Melancon et al. 2011) and has a tpesieffect on customer-company
identification (the primary substrate for relatibiss that marketers are seeking to build with
their customers) (Kang et al. 2015). Moreover, sgfichbenefits have a positive impact on

program loyalty (Evanschitzky et al. 2012; Kan@let2015).

However, personalization might not be effective emdll circumstances (Zhang and
Wedel 2009). Customers’ past purchase behavioumg®rtant in explaining responses to
direct mails (van Diepen et al. 2009). We propibse the effect of personalization (and thus
recognition benefits) on LP engagement will be aelpgg on customer’s initial loyalty level.
Higher loyal customers will appreciate regular cammmation from the brand more than less
loyal customers (Merisavo and Raulas 2004). Pwsviesearch found that personalized
communication is only effective when customers already convinced by the company
(Gazquez-Abad et al. 2011; White et al. 200B)deed, due to the “direct mail clutter” (van
Diepen et al. 2009), mails calling for an immediegsponse from the customer can lead to a

negative attitude and thus to no behaviour. Heweegpropose the following hypothesis:
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H2: Perceived recognition benefits induce higheele of LP engagement, only for

highly loyal customers.

Methodology

Design.In order to test our two hypotheses, we use a @hk2dctorial randomized design.
Hedonic and utilitarian benefits (hard vs. soft aedg) and recognition benefits (personalized
VS. non-personalized communication) are designdzbgeen-subject variables. We chose to
manipulate the perceived benefits through onlimaroonication (e-mails) because it allows us
to highlight and certain elements of the desigrlyasthout respondents having to read a long
scenario. In addition, to induce recognition bé@sdhrough personalization, mailings are the

simplest tool as they are often addressed pergamatiustomers.

Each condition presented a different email serdutjn the LP of a well-known grocery
retailer, which is one of the most popular programBelgium. The rationale for selecting this
particular program is that it offers a wide variefytilitarian, hedonic and recognition benefits.
The program offers utilitarian rewards such as aaslpons after a certain amount of points
and hedonic rewards such as special cashiers,fonipyembers. This program also creates
recognition benefits because LP managers are vetiyeain personalization, through
communication, both off-line, online and in-storloreover, a vast majority of shoppers are
member of this famous program, even though theynatenecessarily loyal to the retailer,
which allows us to have a variance in responddatgllty level. Grocery retailing is also a
good choice because it allows us to have a vanatianvolvement levels. Indeed, whereas
grocery retailing is generally considered as loimlolving, food shopping can also be highly
involving for some customers (Beharrell and Deni$885). To conclude, the choice of this

program provides us with the variance needed tpgsty test the hypotheses.

After eliciting their involvement and initial loyigl level with that particular retailer, each

subject was randomly assigned to one of the fonditons. Each respondent was shown one
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of the four emails (the e-mails are presented ipefalix 1). Ultilitarian and hedonic benefits
(hard vs. soft rewards) were manipulated with tin@iecontent. In the utilitarian condition, the
email contained several price offers and coupohe. drice reduction offered constitutes an
utilitarian value that is derived from financiahahtages (Bolton et al. 2000). In the hedonic
condition, a cooking recipe was presented. Thecehoi a cooking recipe as a hedonic content
can be explained by two factors. First, previcesearch has suggested tbabking recipes
can be related to hedonic objects (Ahuvia et 80520 Second, the cooking recipe offers to
customers the opportunity to try new things &jthg new, or innovative products, constitutes
one of the exploratory advantages, which is a sotedsion of hedonic benefits offered by
programs (Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010).

Recognition benefits were manipulated with persaatibn. The promotional message that
was sent to each respondent was based on theonpénsformation. First, the mail was
addressed to them personally. Respondents hachdgine being “Virginie” (for female
respondents) or “Pierre” (for male respondents) Vadves Italian food and often buys pasta,
asparagus, basil and Italian cheese. To manipgplatsonalization, the email shown was
specifically addressed to “Virginie” or “Pierre’'Second, the products presented in the email
were based on their personal preferences. Indtsopalized hard condition, the email showed
special price offers on the Italian products présenn the scenario. In the personalized soft
condition, a culinary recipe containing the samadpcts was shown. In the non-personalized

scenario, the email was addressed to “Sir” or “Mada

MeasuresThe measure of attitudinal loyalty used a foumitgcale from Pappu and Quester
(2006). Product category involvement relied ore¢hitems from De Wulf et al. (2001). We
assessed LP engagement with the help of a secded-@onstruct measuring several
engagement behaviors with LPs (Bruneau et al. 200t perceived benefits utilitarian and

hedonic benefits were measured using the utilitafi@donic and recognition benefits scales
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developed by Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle (2010)I cénstructs were measured on 7-point

agreement scales and are presented in Appendix 2.

Sample. A total of 454 non-student participants (who rabhgéwveen 18 and 70 years old
and whom 70% are women) were recruited throught@csl As part of their master’s thesis,
two students collected data and sent out the suineyo various individuals in their entourage
that are member of this LP. A mix of convenienod anowball sampling was used to collect
responses. Both consist of a non-probabilistigdeng method. Convenience sampling, which
refers to the attempt to obtain a sample from comere elements (Malhotra et al. 2003), was
used in the first time because students were coenty selected. Following, snowball
sampling, where subjects recruit other subjectsifeanmong their acquaintances (Malhotra et
al. 2003), was used because students were aslggidad the survey to their relatives. This
method was used to collect responses becausesist®f an easy and relatively low cost
sampling technique (Malhotra et al. 2003). Moreptles method allowed us to have a variety

of LP members coming from different horizons.

Before performing the manipulation checks, we reeaball respondents disliking the Italian
products presented in the e-mails. To allow uséasure hedonic benefits, it is essential that
customers like the products related to it. Indéadhedonic benefits to be perceived, they need
to be compatible with favourable associations ist@mers’ minds (Roehm et al. 2002). This
means that, for the hedonic benefits to be receghithe recipe with Italian products presented
needs to be in line with content that is apprediatethe respondent. If the respondents disliked
the Italian products presented, they will not maniagmnake favourable associations in memory
about the recipe received in the e-mails and Wwilstbe unable to perceive the hedonic content

related to it. This resulted in a database of @pondents whom 74% are women.

In order to be able to consider high and low Iswa#l involvement and loyalty, we

dichotomized the composite scores of loyalty andlvement. Both variables take a unit value
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if its composite score is strictly greater thanmdidpoint) on the seven-point scale but 0
otherwise. Because the agreement response scéldaadtems that describe their level of
involvement and loyalty, this midpoint roughly cesponds to that of a well-balanced intensity
scale (from low to high). Considering responsestitrabove the midpoint as positive imposes
a fairly high standard for the minimum point at einithe respondent may be considered as
involved or loyal.

Manipulation checksManipulation checks for types of reward and peati@ation were
performed. We measured the perceived utilitarisegonic (composed of exploration and
entertainment benefits) and recognition benefitated to the emails. Perceived utilitarian
benefits were higher in the utilitarian conditiomgan=4.43) than in hedonic condition
(mean=3.68; [F(1,305)=38.08, p<0.01]. Perceiveplaration benefits were perceived as
higher in hedonic condition (mean = 4.35) than he utilitarian condition (mean=4.02;
[F(1,305)=4.755, p<0.05]). Similarly, perceived emdinment benefits were higher in the
hedonic condition (mean = 3.97) than in the utilita condition (mean=3.71; [F(1,305)=3.234,
p<0.10]). The perceived levels of recognition bi#sewere higher in the personalized
condition (mean=3.93) than in the non-personalcmulition (mean=2.98; [F(1,305)=33.094,

p<0.001)).

Results

The data was analysed using general linear modils MP engagement as dependent
variable using SPSS 24. Perceived benefits (utditavs. hedonic and recognition vs. no
recognition), involvement (high vs. low), loyaltgvel (high vs. low) and the interactions
between these variables were predictor variablé® descriptive statistics and correlations of

the key variables are presented in Appendix 3.

Hypothesis 1 addresses the effect of utilitarianheglonic benefits on LP engagement for

highly and lowly involved customers. In supportiif, a marginally significant interaction
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occurs between the type of reward and involvermerell(F(1,307)=2.919, p<0.1). As shown
in Figure 1, the results of the simple effect fug tustomers with low involvement levels show
that LP engagement is higher for hard rewards thiasoft rewards (3.96 vs. 3.77, p<0.1). On
the other hand, highly involved customers have drigavels of LP engagement for soft than

for hard rewards (4.28 vs. 4.13, p<0.1).

Figure 1. interaction effect with reward type

LP engagement
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---@--- Low involvement High involvement

Hypothesis 2 addresses the influence of recognibenefits on LP engagement
behaviours. As shown in Figure 2, the results icowed the hypothesis, with a significant
interaction between loyalty and personalizationl(807)=3.90; p<0.05). In line with the
hypothesis, we found a positive effect of persizasibn for loyal customers, with higher levels
of LP engagement in the personalized condition&3:/8. 4.47, p<0.01). For non-loyal
customers, personalized communication resulted higlaer LP engagement level than non-
personalized communication (3.85 vs. 4.10, p<0.b@}, in a lesser extent than for loyal

customers.
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Figure 2: interaction effects with personalization
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Discussion

This study examined the effects of perceived b&nedn LP engagement. We
investigated the effect of utilitarian vs. hedohenefits (by manipulating reward types: hard
vs. soft) and recognition benefits (by manipulatipgrsonalization) on LP engagement,

including initial involvement and loyalty levelsviard the company as moderators.

Results show that, inducing utilitarian benefits asly effective to increase LP
engagement of low involved LP members. This comdiprevious findings of Meyer-Waarden
(2015) stating that, under low involvement, thefgmence of an LP and, consequently, store
loyalty intentions are higher for tangible thanamgible rewards. Under low involvement,
customers’ participation behaviour is thus motidaby utilitarian benefits (Daryanto et al.
2010) rather than hedonic benefits. Under higlolvement, LP engagement seem to be
fostered by hedonic benefits rather than utilimbanefits. This confirms that highly involved
customers form their attitudes (and related behas)oon information provided by the
company rather than on economic incentives (Melaratal. 2011; Yi and Jeon 2003). This
is in line with previous research suggesting te&ttronal mailings can have a greater effect on

customer short-term responses than promotionalmgai{Gazquez-Abad et al. 2011).
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Our results also showed that fostering recognibienefits through personalization is
effective to enhance LP engagement, but this eféduigher for loyal customers than for non-
loyal customers. But, these findings only partialypport the findings of previous studies
stating that personalized communication is onlye@ffe when customers are already
convinced by the company (Gazquez-Abad et al. 20%hite et al. 2008). This result is
consistent with the finding that loyal customerdl e more likely to open communications
coming from companies (Merisavo and Raulas 200dyalty should lead to positive reactions
toward the brand or focal object (Liu and Tam 201&yal customers are thus more likely to

be engaged in the program.

Conclusion

LPs have gained in popularity and the number otcrusrs’ enrolments to these
programs keeps on rising. But while the numbem@&mberships increases, customers’
engagement with LPs decreases. This paper ige¢ssi how to increase customers’
engagement with LPs. The results of our studies/ghat LP engagement is depending on LP
design and related perceived benefits. Inductiigamian benefits with hard rewards will be
beneficial to enhance LP engagement of lowly ingdlmembers. On the other hand, hedonic
benefits might be efficient to enhance LP engagemémighly involved customers. The
findings also show that personalization tactics enakstomers more engaged with the LP, and

that this effect is higher for loyal customers timam-loyal customers.

This paper contributes to the literature invesiigatthe effects of LPs on customer
behaviour by providing insights on what type ofqe@ved benefits and associated LP design
elements will increase LP engagement. First,atashthat all consumers do not react similarly
to incentives. Our findings that the effects ofgeeved benefits varies in function of customers’
involvement are consistent with the behaviouralieey theory’s premise that low- and high-

involvement customers would be motivated by difféfactors. Customers are heterogeneous
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with respect to their response to LPs (KopalleleR@12). Furthermore, our study partially
supports previous finding that, when involvementlae, relationship marketing may be

ineffective (Gordon et al. 1998).

Second, our findings show that hedonic benefitsbman efficient tool for enhancing LP
engagement. Because hedonic benefits usuallgssekpensive than monetary incentives and
induce long-term relationships, they are incredgingsed by LP managers. Traditional
perspectives on LPs suggest encouraging repeateldgses through financial rewards, in with
the economic exchange view on developing and mainta customer relationships
(Henderson et al. 2011). This study shows thatfim@mncial incentives to LP members can be
leveraged to enhance LP engagement (Brashear-Alejat al. 2016). Some studies showed
a positive effect of hedonic benefits (Roehm e2@02) while other found no or weaker effects
than for monetary benefits (Meyer-Waarden 2018)ur study adds on previous literature by

showing that hedonic benefits’ effectiveness depemdthe customers’ involvement level.

Managerial implications

Our research offers relevant implications for mamagf companies that develop LPs
for their customers. Although 76% of LP membeid #aey plan to make no changes in their
level of engagement in reward programs in 2017 1¢Qaly 2015) we propose three basic
recommendations to LP managers to engage theioroess more in the future. First, LPs
should not only include utilitarian benefits. Evémough utilitarian benefits is widely used to
engage customers with LPs, it might not always flieient for involved customers, because
they attract attention to the reward rather thatéocompany (Roehm et al. 2002). Our study
found that hedonic benefits are needed to enhafcergagement of involved customers.
Second, as LP members seem to react differentlyPs incentives depending on their

involvement and loyalty level, we propose to LP agars to adapt their LPs in function of
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their members. Whereas they should offer a mgjarfitutilitarian rewards to low involved
customers, we recommend LP managers to entertain ittvolved customers. Third, LP
managers should communicate personally with th@mbers LP members to enhance LP

engagement. And their personalization efforts &hba higher for loyal customers.

Limitations and future research

The present study is subject to a number of linoitet, which represent avenues for
future research. First, it is important to notet thaeal retailer was used to allow us to measure
respondents’ loyalty level. In our survey, we camgal the effect of fictive e-mails presenting
utilitarian versus hedonic benefits but we did remove the effect of the other incentives
offered by the retailer's LP. This means thatdatreails presented in the survey were evaluated
by respondents, in addition to the other benefixg@ved from participating in the program
(before the survey). While our study shows thatdméc benefits might be more effective to
enhance customers’ LP engagement and that theyul more cost efficient for companies,
an important question arises: “Are hedonic bendiitficient to enhance LP engagement?”.
The vast majority of LPs offers soft rewards (inidgchedonic benefitsih additionto hard
rewards (inducing utilitarian benefits). But, th@jor part of academic studies, compares the
two types of benefits rather than dealing with filaet that both benefits usually are perceived
together. The key point is that in practice, botind and soft attributes are common elements
of LPs. As a result, an evaluation of a LP recuaa integrated analysis of both components
(Kopalle et al. 2012). Future research should a¥dthis issue by investigating if hedonic
benefits are sufficient to enhance LP engagemeahboéfering utilitarian benefits is a necessary

condition for hedonic benefits to make customersenemgaged with the program.

Second, only some elements of the LP design arsidemred. In our study, we
manipulated perceived benefits by the type of rew@drard vs. soft) and personalized

communication. But, LPs include other design el@®msuch as point structure, membership
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requirements or relatedness to the brand. Futseareh should consider these elements of the
LP design to provide a more holistic view of themeénts of the LP design that foster customer

engagement with LPs.

Third, previous research reveals that customeebksit consistent links between the
kinds of motives they have for participating in L&ed the kind of value they perceive (Kreis
and Mafael 2014). The underlying motivations an@artant drivers of a LP’s value-building
process (Kreis and Mafael 2014). Our study wasinua grocery retailing context, which
concerns utilitarian purchases. As the effecte®LP’s design and customer shopping motives
seem to be closely linked, further research shimydstigate the effects of perceived benefits

of LPs in a more hedonic context.

Fourth, although the sampling method seemed thet masvenient, it might be
criticized because it provides respondents withilamdemographic and psychographic
characteristics (Malhotra et al. 2003). Anothema@n with our sampling method is the self-
selection bias as the respondents to our survelikedtg to be more interested and involved

with LPs compared with no respondents (Wilson 1999)

Finally, as customers’ reactions to LPs’ incentigeem to be depending customer
characteristics, it might be fruitful to includehet customer characteristics than involvement

or loyalty.

To conclude, while the number of LP enrolments keaprising, customer engagement
with LPs is decreasing. This research offers msign how to enhance customer engagement
with LPs by showing what type of LP rewards andreRted communication managers should
use. We hope that the findings of our studies stithulate further research on how to enhance

LP engagement.
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Appendix 1: stimuli

Utilitarian benefits (hard) — Utilitarian benefits (hard) —

recognition benefits (personalization) no recognition benefits (no personalization)
Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be> - - Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be> -~ -
tome [+ tome '~

Chere Virginie, voici des réductions . .. . .
, . EIniS, . Cher client, voici des réductions
spécialement choisies pour vous!

DELHAIZE DELHAIZE

-25% arachat de 2

50 points-plus -0,5€ avachatde 2 -25% 3 Fachat de 2

50 points-plus -0,5€ arachat de 2

Pates | Tagliatelle | Al
uovo

LY

Delhaize
Petits pois

Hedonic benefits (soft) — Hedonic benefits (soft) - o
recognition benefits (personalization) no recognition benefits (no personalization)

Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be>

'S - Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be>
tome '~

to me v

ﬁ Cher Pierre, voici une recette ﬁ Cher client, voici une recette
spécialement choisie pour vous!

DELHAIZE DELHAIZE

- -

Tagliatelles Primavera Tagliatelles Primavera

Plat : Plat prncpal
Plat : Plat princpal

Type de cuisson : Boulr Ingrédients pour 4 personnes
Type de cuisson : Boulr Ingrédients pour 4 personnes
@ 10230 mn - 400 g de tagliatelles
@ 10a30mn 400 g de tagliatelles Q@ Fade - 120 g de petits poids
@ Fade - 120 g de petits poids - 220 g de miniasperges vertes
220 g de miniasperges vertes
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Appendix 2: scales

Perceived benefitsadapted from Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle (2010)

- Utilitarian benefits
0 Thanks to this email, | will save money
o0 This e-mail proposes an interesting monetary adwggnt
0 Thanks to this email, | will spend less during nexnpurchases
- Hedonic benefits
0 Entertainment
= The content of this e-mail is enjoyable
= |tis entertaining to receive this type of emalil
o Exploration
= This email made me discover new things
= | learned something by reading this email
= Thanks to this email, | discovered new content
- Symbolic benefits (personalization)
0 This email was personally addressed to me

o This email was personalized for me
LP engagemeni(Bruneau et al. 2015)
Proactively using card

- | present my loyalty card at the cashier when lee&sdks for it (reverse)
- |l wait for the cashier to ask for my card beforeganting it to him/her (reverse).
- | present my loyalty card at the cashier, even wie/she doesn’t ask for it.

- | forget to take out my loyalty card when | make puychases in this store (reverse).
Redeeming points

- When I receive a reward to use with my next purehbmake an effort to return to this
store to benefit from it.
- 1 do what | need to do to redeem my loyalty poartd receive the reward.

- When | reach a certain point threshold, | go speadif/ to this store to get my reward.
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Adapting purchase behaviour

- |l am ready to buy other products than | have pldriagyet more advantages offered by
the program.

- | am ready to buy other brands than | have planoepgt more advantages offered by
the program.

- |l am ready to buy more products to get more adgstaffered by the program.
Sharing information

- When | am disappointed by the program, | talk akibwtith my close friends and
relatives.

- If I'm satisfied with the program, | recommendatrhy close friends and relatives.

- Whatever the experience (positive or negative) withloyalty program, | talk about it
with my close friends and relatives.

- | try to convince my close friends and relativesbezome members of this program

when there is an interesting offer.
Being receptive to information

- When I receive communication linked to the prog(amail, brochure, flyer...), | throw
it straight in the bin (reverse).

- When I receive communication linked to the progf{amail, brochure, flyer...), I open
it.

- When | receive communication linked to the prog(amail, brochure, flyer...), | take

some time to read it.
Proactively searching for information

- l'look for information about the loyalty prograrm(@nternet or in the store).
- | keep informed about the offers of this program.
- When | receive an offer as a program member, | anogs and | look for more

information.
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Attitudinal loyalty adapted from Pappu and Quester (2006)

- Delhaize is my first choice
- | consider myself as loyal to Delhaize
-l would recommend Delhaize to others

- | prefer Delhaize above other options
Product category involvementadapted from De Wulf et al. (2001)

- Generally, | am someone who considers grocery mtscas important
- Generally, | am someone who is interested in gsopssducts

- Generally, | am someone for whom grocery produaama lot
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Appendix 3: descriptive statistics

Min Max Mean Cronbach o SD 1 2 3
1 LP engagement 1,71 6,50 4,10 0,75 0,80 1,00
2 Involvement 2,00 7,00 5,32 0,93 1,07 ,198** 1,00
3 Store Loyalty 1,00 7,00 4,07 0,93 1,59 ,180** ,122* 1,00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levet@iled).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt¢died).
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Appendix 4: questionnaire

Bonjour,

Dans le cadre d'une recherche scientifique menéalgm chercheurs 'UCL et I'Université de Namuruso
réalisons une enquéte concernant les programmiécedias.

Auriez-vous l'amabilité de répondre a ces quelquestions ¥otre participation est primordiale pour nous.
L’enquéte prend environ 10 minutes. Il n'y a ni henni mauvaise réponse, seule votre opinion nuésesse.
Ces informations seront traitées de maniére to@htmnonyme.

Merci d’avance pour votre collaboration !

Si vous avez des commentaires ou des questiongroant cette enquéte, n’hésitez pas a contactegide Bruneau
(doctorante a I'UCL) sur virginie.bruneau@uclouvdig.

Avez-vous la carte de fidélité Delhaize (la cartigsP? OUI/NON

L'avez-vous déja utilisé déja au moins une foissdaime enseigne Delhaize ? OUI/NON

Etes-vous...

O une femme (1)
O un homme (2)

Voici une série d'affirmations décrivambs attitudes et comportements vis-a-vis de Delh&z Pour chacune
de ces affirmations, veuillez indiquer dans queliesure vous étes d'accord avec celle{€a&chez un chiffre de
1a7.«1» signifie que vous n'étes pas du tadcdrd et « 7 » signifie que vous étes tout adatcord avec
cette affirmation (une seule réponse possible)]

Store  loyalty] En moyenne, a quelle fréquence vous rendez-vousldamagasins pour vos
(behavioral) courses alimentaires (toutes enseignes confon@ues)
Tous les jours

4 a 5 fois par semaine

2 a 3 fois par semaine

1 fois par semaine

2 a 3 fois par mois

1 fois par mois

1 fois tous les 2 mois

2 a 3 fois par an

Moins d'1 fois par an

En moyenne, a quelle fréquence vous rendez-voushékhaize ?
Tous les jours

4 a 5 fois par semaine

2 a 3 fois par semaine

1 fois par semaine

2 a 3 fois par mois

1 fois par mois

1 fois tous les 2 mois

2 a 3 fois par an

Moins d'1 fois par an
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En moyenne, quel budget dépensez-vous chaque m@ivQs courses
alimentaires, toutes enseignes confondues ?
0 a49,99€

50 & 99,99€

100 a 149,99€

150 a 199,99€

200 a 249,99€

250 a 299,99€

400 a 449,99€

450 & 499,99€

500 & 549,99€

550 a 599,99€

600 a 399,99€

700 a 499,99€

800 & 499,99€

900 a 499,99€

1000 a 1249,99€

1250 a 1499,99€

1500 a 1749,99€

1750 & 1999,99€

2000¢€ et plus [Quel montant environ ? ..........c.ccovvieiniennne. €]
En moyenne, combien dépensez-vous a chaque foigoggevous rendez chez
Delhaize?

0a4,99€

5a9,99€

10 a 14,99€

15a19,99€

20 4 29,99€

30 &4 39,99€

40 & 49,99€

50 & 74,99€

75 a99,99€

100 a 124,99€

125 a 149,99

150 a 174,99€

175 a 199,99€

200 a 249,99€

250 a 299,99€

300 a 399,99€

400 & 499,99€

500€ et plus [Quel montant environ ? ............ocoiviviiinanen. €]

Store loyalty
(attitudinal)

- Delhaize est mon choix préféré

- Je me considére fidéle a Delhaize

- Je recommanderais Delhaize a d'autres

- Je préfére Delhaize plutét qu'une autre enseigne

Company
loyalty
(behavioral :
repurchase
intentions)

- Alavenir, je referai mes courses alimentaireszcbelhaize
- J'ai tendance a retourner chez Delhaize pour fage achats
- Delhaize est mon est mon premier choix quand gistde faire mes courses alimentai
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(Scénario perso)

F : Nous vous demandons d’imaginer le scénarioasiiv Vous vous appelez Virginie et vous étes uardg
amatrice de la cuisine italienne et plus partictdidnent de pates. Lorsque vous vous rendez dansgagasin
Delhaize, vous achetez fréiquemment des tagliateléssasperges, du basilic et du fromage italien.

Comme membre du programme de fidélité Plus de elharous recevez I'email suivant (veuillez lire
attentivement cet e-mail afin de répondre aux qoestqui vous seront posées par la suite):

[montrez I'email recette_femme ou réduction_femme].

Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be> “- - Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be> - -
tome '~ tome '«
Chére Virginie, voici des réductions Chere Virginie, voici une recette
spécialement choisies pour vous! spécialement choisie pour vous!
DELHAIZE DELHAIZE

Tagliatelles Primavera

-25% 3 vachat de 2 50 points-plus -0,5€ arachatde 2

| A~
] £y
-

Bailla Delhaize Delhaize

0,
-30%
[&]
I | Plat : Plat princpal 2
Italie - Itali& Type de cuisson : Bouilr Ingrédients pour 4 personnes
Mezcanpsone| 16,6} © 10330mn - 400 g de tagliatelles
Q@ Face - 120 g de petits poids

- 220 g de miniasperges vertes

M : Nous vous demandons d’imaginer le scénarioasuiv Vous vous appelez Pierre et vous étes undgran
amateur de la cuisine italienne et plus particubiérent de pates. Lorsque vous vous rendez dansagasm
Delhaize, vous achetez fréquemment des tagliateléessasperges, du basilic et du fromage italien.

Comme membre du programme de fidélité Plus de Dmlhaous recevez I'email suivant (veuillez lire
attentivement cet e-mail afin de répondre aux qoestqui vous seront posées par la suite):

[montrez I'email recette_homme ou réduction_homme].

Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be> - v Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaze be> -
tome «~
Cher Pierre, voici des réductions Cher Pierre, voici une recette
spécialement choisies pour vous! spécialement choisie pour vous!
DELHAIZE DELHAIZE
Tagliatelles Primavera
-25% a Vachat de 2 -0,5€ arachat de 2 =
, S Ty
= | S ) N B

Galbani
Fromage | Mozzarella |

Plat : ot prncps i
Type de cuisson : Boule Ingrédients pour 4 personnes

10430 me - 400 gde taghatelles
P Fode 120 gde petits poids
220 g de miniasperges vertes
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(Scénario non-perso)

Comme membre du programme de fidélité Plus de [x&lheous recevez I'email suivant (veuillez lire
attentivement cet e-mail afin de répondre aux doestqui vous seront posées par la suite):

[montrez I'email LP2 ou LP4].

Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be> Tl

tome [~

Cher client, voici des réductions
DELHAIZE

-25% a Yachat de 2

50 points-plus -0,5€ arachatde 2

Delhaize Online <noreply@delhaize be> - -

tome v

Cher client, voici une recette

DELHAIZE

Tagliatelles Primavera

Plat : Plat pricpal

Type de cuisson : Boulr Ingrédients pour 4 personnes
O 1wiNmh - 400 g de tagliatelles
Q@ Facke - 120gde petits poids

- 220gde miniasperges vertes
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Repensez a présent a 'email que je vous ai présegta quelques minutes rtoubliez pas que vous étes

Virginie ou

Pierre. Veuillez indiguer dans quelle mesure vous étescdi@cavec les affirmations suivantes

concernant cet e-mail.

Personnalis
(nom)

Cet e-mail m’'est personnellement adressé
Cet e-mail est personnalisé pour moi
Cet e-mail m’'est adressé spécifiguement

ation
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Items de la participation Items adaptés
Voici une série d'affirmations décrivambtre comportement a la suite de cet e-mdour chacune de ces affirmations,
veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vous étesdtdcavec celle-ci PCochez un chiffre de 1 & 7. « 1 » signifie que
vous n'étes pas du tout d'accord et « 7 » sigmjfie vous étes tout a fait d'accord avec cetteraffifon (une seulge
réponse possible)]

Lorsque je regois cet e-mail, je suis curieuse @gjs rechercher plus d'informations
Follow Lorsque je recois cet e-mail, je vais chercheridfesmations sur le programme de fidélité (sur inet
info ou dans le magasin)

Suite a cet e-mall, je vais me tenir au courantadfees que propose ce programme

Je vais parler de cet e-mail avec mon entourage

Si cet e-mail me décoit, je vais en parler a maowage
Chat — . —— —— - 3

Si je suis satisfaite de cet e-mail, je vais recamader ce programme a mon entourage

Suite a cet e-mail, je vais essayer de convainome entourage d’adhérer a ce programme
A l'avenir, lorsque je re¢ois une communicatiorlau programme (un e-mail, une brochure, un flgar,), si je recois
un nouvel e-mail comme membre du programme Plus,...

Je vais l'ouvrir
Receptivity| Je vais le jeter directement a la poubelle
to info

Je vais passer du temps a le lire
Vous retournez par apres faire vos courses chelzdied. Voici une série d’affirmations décrivantreccomportement
dans votre enseigne Delhaize.

Je serai prét(e) a acheter plus de produits pawifinger d’avantages supplémentaires offerts dahe<
Adapt mail

ui:rt)wase Je serai prét(e) a acheter d'autres produits qugueejavais initialement planifiés pour bénéfigier

Eehavior d’avantages supplémentaires offerts dans cet e-malil

Je serai prét(e) a acheter une autre marque poéfitiér d’avantages supplémentaires offerts dahe¢

mail

Je présenterai ma carte de fidélité a la caissmenst la caissiére/le caissier ne me la demande pas
Card usage J'oublierai de sortir ma carte de fidélité en effiemt des achats dans cette enseigne (reverse)

Je penserai spontanément a sortir ma carte dédidlels de mon passage a la caisse

Je ne présenterai ma carte de fidélité a la cgissesi la caissiere/le caissier me la demande

Je ferai le nécessaire pour échanger mes poirgs@toir la récompense
Point Si je recois une récompense a utiliser sur monhatiacachat, je ferai un effort pour retourner deeise
redemptio enseigne afin d’en bénéficier

Lorsque j'aurai atteint un certain seuil de poifgsme rendrai spécifiquement dans cette enseigoe p

recevoir ma récompense



- Les offres figurant dans cet e-mail correspondes# gai I'habitude d’acheter
Personnalisation - Dans cet e-mail figurent des offres adaptées abmgesins
(contenu) - Cet e-mail satisfait mes besoins spécifiques

Monetary savings

- Cet e-mail me permet de faire des économies

- Cet e-mail me propose un avantage monétaire irsnes

- Gréce a cet e-mail, je dépenserai moins lors depmehaines courses

Hard - Gréce a cet @aalil, je collecterai des points supplémentaires tte mes prochains ach

Convenience

- Grace a cet e-mall, je vais gagner du temps loree&eprochaines courses
- Cet e-mail me permet de faire moins d’efforts kdesmes prochaines courses

Exploration

- Cet email m'a fait découvrir de nouvelles choses
- Jai appris des choses en lisant cet email
- Gréce a cet e-mail, je découvre du nouveau contenu

Entertainment

Soft . Lo
- Le contenu de cet email me réjouit

- C’est amusant de recevoir ce type d’emalil
Recognition

- Grace a cet email, j'ai I'impression que Delhaizergl soin de moi
- Jailimpression que je suis mieux traité(e) ges &utres clients en recevant cet e-mail

A présent, voici quelques gquestions concerrd@S préférences et habitudes d'achat dans le secteur
alimentaire, dans quelle mesure étes-vous d’accord avecfiemafions suivante® (Attention, vous n’étes plus
dans le role de « Virginie » ou « Pierre »)

Product J'achéterais les produits qui sont proposés dainsdlil
preference - Les produits qui apparaissent dans I'e-mail cowedpnt a ce que j'aime manger
Les produits qui sont proposés dans I'e-mail mevigzment

Product category - En général, je suis quelqu’un qui considére leslpits alimentaires comme importants

involvement - En général, je suis quelqu’un qui est intéressdgsaproduits alimentaires

- En général, je suis quelqu’un pour qui les prodalitentaires signifient beaucoup
Relationship En général, je suis susceptible de...
program - Majouter au listing d’e-mails d'une enseigne afile recevoir des annonces, bons|de
receptiveness réductions, etc.
(Ashey et al.,, 2001 -  Obtenir la carte de fidélité de I'enseigne
JBR) - Renvoyer a I'enseigne un bon recu afin de bénéfites avantages

- M’ajouter au listing d’adresses postales de I'egiseiafin de recevoir des annonces, bons de
réductions, etc.

- Obtenir une carte de crédit de I'enseigne

Deal proneness- Je me sens bien lorsque j'échange des bons oweqatrg des avantages de promotions
(adapté dg - Jai I'impression de faire une bonne affaire lomqiéchange des bons ou que je retire des
Lichtenstein et al;  gvantages de promotions
1990 JM) - Peu importe le montant, je prends du plaisir dsetildes bons ou retirer des avantages de
promotions
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- Jai plus tendance a acheter dans des enseignesoguaisent des promotions
- Les bons de réductions ou promotions m’'ont pousaéh&ter des produits que je n'ai pas
I'habitude d’acheter
- Au-dela de I'argent que je gagne, échanger des dtiier des avantages de promotions|me
donne un sentiment de joie

L’entretien touche a sa fin. Il nous reste quesgyieestions générales swatre profil . Ces informations resteront
confidentielles.

Quel &ge avez-vous ? ...

De combien de personnes se compose votre ménagecompris ? [Par ménage, on entend toutes lesrpes

qui vivent de maniére réguliére sous le méme toit]

1 personne

2 personnes
3 personnes
4 personnes

5 personnes

Oogood

6 personnes et plus

Quel est votre plus haut dipldme ?

Dipléme primaire (1)

Diplédme secondaire inférieur (2)
Dipléme secondaire supérieur (3)
Dipl6bme supérieur non-universitaire (4)
Dipl6bme supérieur universitaire (5)
Dipl6bme post-universitaire (6)

00000

147



148



ESSAY 3:

ARE LOYALTY PROGRAMS SHAMS?
A STUDY ASSESSING HOW LOYALTY PROGRAMS CAN ENHANCE LOYALTY

TO THE COMPANY RATHER THAN TO THE PROGRAM.

Note: this essay is co-written as first author by thetdml candidate, in collaboration with Yuping Liu-
Thompkins (Old Dominion University, USA)

An earlier version of this essay has been presemtélle Center of Excellence on Consumers and Marketing
Strategy Doctoral day2017 - Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium)

The target journal for this essay is thmurnal of Marketing
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Abstract

Loyalty programs (LPs) can be considered as sharttsei sense that they produce liabilities
rather than assets. They can foster customerst-tdron loyalty to the program instead of
developing long-term company loyalty. The objeetof this research is understand how LPs
can create company loyalty rather than programltgyaWith two different studies, we
investigate how to decrease the gap between prolgngatty and company loyalty. In a first
study, we propose that some behavioural pattemmsedoon LP members’ speed of earning
loyalty points and redemption rate, will have ampatt on the gap between program loyalty
and company loyalty. While a high speed of earif@agnbined with low redemption) or a high
redemption rate (combined with a low speed of eapnwill reduce this gap, a high speed of
earning combined with a high redemption rate witirease this gap. In a second study, we
investigate how LP-related communication can mak&amers more company loyal than
program loyal. Our findings show that brand-redatemmunication combined with monetary
incentives will increase the gap between progractha@mpany loyalty. Our research adds to
a richer understanding of the effects of customieesiaviours on different types of attitudes
(program loyalty and company loyalty) and yieldgportant managerial insights on how to

communicate with LP members.

Keywords: loyalty programs, program loyalty, compdoyalty, direct communication
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Introduction

Loyalty programs (LPs) have become ubiquitous enrfarketplace and are used as a
key marketing tool to enhance customer loyalty. nMaesearchers have studied LPs
extensively but their effectiveness remains debbataBome researchers found positive effects
(Keh and Lee 2006), while others have not found effgcts of LPs (Sharp and Sharp 1997).
Shugan (2005) considers them as shams becauseribeyce liabilities (e.g.; promises of
future rewards or deferred rebates) rather thagtessCompanies should consider customers
as an asset and create marketing strategies thdiiqge enduring assets (Shugan 2005). Some
authors argue that LPs provide short-term reveatler than constructing a real loyal customer
base (Dowling and Uncles 1997). To create assBtsneed to develop a loyal customer base
with the expectation of greater future revenue.eyTbhould make the customer loyal to the
company in the long term. Dowling and Uncles ()9®0pose that LPs are unlikely to alter
customer behaviour fundamentally, especially iralds&hed competitive markets. LPs are
considered as liabilities because they create st loyalty to rewards rather than develop

long-term relationships.

Previous research suggests that customers diffeteftetween loyalty to a company
and loyalty to a program (Evanschitzky et al. 20¥2;and Jeon 2003) and that LPs may
increase loyalty toward the program rather tharallyytoward the company (Dowling and
Uncles 1997; Meyer-Waarden 2007; Yi and Jeon 20@)t, LPs have also been found to
increase company loyalty by creating switching €oshd increase operational profit by

avoiding price competition (Evanschitzky et al. 20Kang et al. 2015).

The objective of this research is to better undesthow LPs can produce assets by
creating long-term relationships instead of makingtomers only loyal to the program and
provide liabilities to the company. Across two dint studies, we will investigate how

companies can use their LPs to increase compamtyoyather than program loyalty. More
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specifically, in a first study, we will identify ¢hbehavioural patterns that reduce the gap
between LP and company loyaltyioyalty programs are long-term-oriented progranteat
allow customers to accumulate some form of programency, which can be redeemed later
for free rewards(Liu and Yang 2009, p. 94). The basic idea ulyileg LPs is thus to propose
to customers to collect points and redeem thenetageyvards. Based on this, we will assess
how behaviours such as speed of collecting poimdsedemption rate will be likely to decrease
(or increase) the gap between attitudinal prograyalty and company loyalty. In a second
study, we will examine what type of communicatiemiore likely to reduce this gap. With the
growth and evolution of Internet and technologynpanies increasingly communicate by e-
mail with their LP members. It constitutes an easg affordable marketing tool that allows
companies to communicate with their LP membersth\Wie help of a field experiment, the
purpose of our second study is to investigate @ of e-mail will be likely to impact the

gap between company loyalty and program loyalty.

This research responds to a call for academichisign the investigation of whether
customers become loyal to the LP or the retailaning the LP (Dorotic et al. 2012) and the
exploration on whether and under what conditionsrtsterm behavioural loyalty fosters or
dampens long-term attitudinal loyalty (Breugelmanal. 2015). Our studies contribute to both
marketing research and practice in three diffevemts. First, we investigatbe gapbetween
LP loyalty and company loyalty by considering thiagether as an outcome variable. Previous
research has mainly investigated both loyaltiesasgply by investigating what their
antecedents are and how LP loyalty affects compaalty. Yi and Jeon (2003) investigated
whether the LP is perceived as valuable to theocust and whether it actually contributes to
building brand loyalty. Evanschitzky et al. (20H¥sessed how company trust, commitment
and satisfaction impact company loyalty and howiaddmenefits, program value and special

treatment influence program loyalty and the effettisoth loyalties on behavioural intentions.
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Kang et al. (2015) studied how perceived benefitpact program loyalty, which in turn
influences company loyalty. Second, despite thetfet attitudes and behaviours are closely
linked (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975), few authors hatadied the effects of behaviours on
attitudes in an LP context. The present researiel to fill in this gap by exploring the
relationship between customers’ attitudes and hehes in the context of LPs. Third, we
identify, based on behavioural patterns, how toekese the gap between program and company
loyalty. In this database marketing era, many camgs are in the possession of a lot of
information about their customers but don’t haveugyh resources to analyse their databases
and adapt their marketing strategy in line. Wevjgte them insights, based on easily observable
data, on how to identify their disadvantageousamsts that are loyal to program but not to
the company. Furthermore, this study gives thetnrmenendations on how they can reduce
the gap between company loyalty and LP loyalty dayding e-mails to their LP members. E-
mails are widely used by companies, but only feseagchers have investigated their outcomes
on loyalty in the context of LPs (Dorotic et al12; Verhoef 2003). We provide companies
with easy recommendations on how to decrease fhbafaeen company and program loyalty.
In other words, how to convert LP members intoa teyal customer base with the help of

direct communication.

Theoretical background

Program loyalty and company loyalty

LPs are a long-term direct marketing tool with dgeotive increasing or at least
maintain customer loyalty (Evanschitzky et al. 201Zhey create switching barriers over the
long run that impact customer loyalty positivelyafférson and Smith 2003). The incentives
offered by the LP elicit loyalty to the program &l&yalty) which in turn can create loyalty to
the core product or brand (company loyalty) (Ratlidcand Gaidis 1981; Yi and Jeon 2003).

Because it is generally accepted that loyalty eadiided among a number of brands, which
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is called polygamous loyalty (Ehrenberg et al. 980s a reasonable assumption that loyalty
could be divided into program and company loyalty §nd Jeon 2003). Both concepts are
generally seen as positive outcomes for compargegragram loyalty is generally a good
predictor of company loyalty (Yi and Jeon 2003)dded, some authors suggested that LPs can
create loyalty to the program that will transfomtoi long-term loyalty towards the company
(Yi and Jeon 2003). But, other researchers sitaienhembers might develop loyalty towards
the program without necessarily increasing thepalty towards the company (Dowling and
Uncles 1997). Customers can continue purchasimm f& particular provider and develop
loyalty towards the rewards offered by the prognaithout being loyal to that particular
provider. If some elements of the LP become l&sadciive, it may well be that customers will
not stay in a relationship with that particular gamy. Program loyal customers will not
automatically be loyal to the company. Managexsughbe careful with customers that are
highly program loyal without being loyal to the cpamy, because they might be short-term

loyal toward the rewards rather than sustainabfglito the company.

Because they are different in nature, the two lig@heed to be assessed and managed
separately. In line with Yi and Jeon (2003), vedine attitudinal program loyalty as having a
positive attitude towards the benefits of the loyarogram and attitudinal brand loyalty as

having a positive attitude toward the company brand

Attitudinal program loyal customers derive benefitan participating to the program
and continue purchasing from the company to peeceivore benefits. Their actual purchase
behaviour in the company is positively impactedthely don’'t necessarily develop favourable
attitudes towards that company (Dowling and Un&R37). Some argue that program loyalty
can also have an affective, non-economic componetmembers may truly enjoy to collect
and redeem points (Johnson 1999), but this affiégtiloes not automatically transfer to the
company.

155



Attitudinal company loyalty is more emotional intae, since it is driven by the quality
of the relationship with a company. It is more elegient on customers’ emotional states and
represents the favourable attitudes a customelaevowards a company. It incorporates the
underlying psychological state that reflects tHective nature of the relationship between the

customer and the company (Evanschitzky et al. 2012)

The two attitudinal constructs are conceptuallyinics and are not equivalent predictors
of customers’ behaviours towards the company. Gmygdoyalty a strong predictor of
customers’ share of wallet, which essentially measthe attractiveness of the company, while
program loyalty is more important predictor of adtpurchase behaviour, but less so preference
(Evanschitzky et al. 2012). Company loyalty préslicetter the customer’s share of visits,

which is a measure of preference towards a retgheanschitzky et al. 2012).

While previous studies showed how the two consdrace linked (Kang et al. 2015; Yi
and Jeon 2003) and how they influence customelsildeurs and attitudes towards a company
(Evanschitzky et al. 2012), the aim of our studipiprovide insights on what makes customers
more company loyal rather than program loyal. Tiits¢ objective (addressed in study 1) is to
identify the behavioural patterns that minimize ¢fagp between program and company loyalty.
The second objective (addressed in study 2) isvestigate what type of communication will

decrease this gap.

Study 1

Effects of loyalty programs on customers’ purchaskeaviour

Loyalty programs can increase customers’ purchasbawour through three
mechanisms (Dréze and Nunes 2011; Taylor and Ne8idb). Previous research found
significant point pressure and rewarded behavidigces on LP members’ purchase level

(Dorotic et al. 2014; Taylor and Neslin 2005). Tpant pressure effect is the short-term
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customer’s increased purchase level in an effodaim the reward. This effect is due to a
combination of customers’ switching costs and feitonientation. Forward-looking customers

are anticipating and don’t want to purchase frodgifferent retailer because they could lose the
opportunity to build their points level. The irased level of purchases is attributable to the
pressure of collecting a sufficient of points faesvard. This point pressure effect exists even

when members are not pressured with point expirgmrotic et al. 2014).

Rewarded behaviour effect occurs when customersase their purchase level in the
long-term after they have received a reward. €ffext can result from either from behavioural
learning reinforcement or positive affect resultirgm the reward. Behavioural learning posits
that customers are more likely to re-patronize whehaviour is rewarded. The customer
becomes conditioned to repeat his purchase behawimply because of the coupling of the
action with the reward. However, rewarded behavican also result in positive feelings
toward the company that translate into higher petge. The rewards can produce positive
attitudes, which translate into increased purclasations and behaviour (Taylor and Neslin

2005).

Reward redemption can also lead to procedural s&ifd learning effects. More
specifically, point redemption, and thus when a@uer experiences success, it can enhance
proficiency because it provides clear informati@garding how to proceed the next time
(procedural learning) and strengthens his beliefself-efficacy (self-learning) (Dreze and
Nunes 2011). Self-efficacy is referring to his/perception of how well he can execute various
courses of actions to deal with prospective situatiBandura 1982; Dreze and Nunes 2011).
Reward redemption will lead to an increase in éféaxhibited in consecutive attempts to reach
a goal. Rewards can typically work as “recurringlg” because, once customers have received
areward, they can serve as a goal again. Cussdmebeve that attaining a reward reflects their

ability to coordinate their efforts and do whateieeneeded to attain a reward again. Progress
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towards a reward enhances perceptions of selfaeffi@nd successfully completing the task
provides an added boost. If the reward is diffienlough to attain, such that one redemption
does not guarantee a next redemption, customelseasgsess their self-efficacy after each
redemption. Therefore, successful redemption shimald to a reassessment and, in turn, an
increase in the base level of purchases. Iretbels, self-efficacy will lead to a reassessment
of the likelihood of attaining a reward, which wiksult in reoccurring assessments of self-

efficacy (Dreze and Nunes 2011) and increased peesh

Figure 1 shows the different LP effects dependingustomers’ behavioural patterns

with LPs, more specifically, speed of earning poemd redemption rate.

Figure 1: LP effects depending on customers’ behawei patterns with LPs

Speed of earning points

Low High

No effect Point pressure effect Low

Learning effect

Point pressure effect

Redemption rate

Rewarded behaviour Learning effect High
effect

Rewarded behaviour
effect

Customers with a low speed of earning and low rgdem rate, will be not be subject
to any of the effects presented. When speed aiireais high but redemption rate is low,
customers will experience point pressure and legraffects because they collect many points
and are thus more likely to be close to the goalward. Customers with a high redemption
rate but a low speed of earning will be subjea tewarded behaviour effect because they are

redeeming most of their points. As their speedawhing is low, point pressure effect will tend
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to very low or absent. Finally, customers earrmoints at a high speed and redeeming the

majority of them will be subject to point pressu@yarded behaviour and learning effects.

The objective of this study is to investigate tbatvextent these behavioural effects
induced by LPs will affect customers’ attitudinayalty towards the company and towards the
program. We propose that behavioural patternsachenized by high redemption ratesa
high speed of earning will decrease the gap. Hewevhigh redemption rate combined with

a high speed of earning will increase the gap.

Hypotheses development

Customers collecting many loyalty points will exipacce point pressure because they
are more likely to approach a reward than customvéhsa low speed of earning points. When
a point pressure effect occurs, LP members haven@eased purchase level due to the
switching costs created by the LP. These forwaakihg customers increase their purchases
in an effort to earn more points and get more regaiEffort is defined as any inconvenience
inherent in complying with the program requiremestgh as when consumers make a special
effort to buy at a particular store or purchase enibian they would have bought otherwise
(Kivetz and Simonson 2002). If these customerglekiigh purchase level without any point
redemption activity, it is not possible to assigis tbehavioural effort to the attitudinal desire
of being rewarded. Even though it repeatedly expasistomers to the point pressure effect,
their effort is not conditioned by the actual inte®a. According to Henderson et al. (2011),
repeat purchases without the correspondent atibuto LP incentives can reduce
instrumentality of behaviour and increase habitelddsyalty. In other words, the customers’
behaviour with high speed of earning but low redgompis driven by pure goal pursuit with
minimal incentive from the program. The high pussh®ehaviour can not be allocated to the

positive attitude towards the incentives. The séiitacy learning subsequent to the behaviour
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also boosts consumers’ confidence in themselveg;hwéigain can lead to positive affect

towards the company. This leads to the followiggdthesis:

H1: A high speed of earning combined with a loweragtion rate will reduce the gap

between program loyalty and company loyalty.

Customers redeeming numerous of their loyalty [gaané subject to reward redemption
effects. Reward redemption induces positive pesiard effects by reinforcing attitudinal
attachment, which then affects purchase behavioarcgic et al. 2014). Moreover, previous
research found that reward benefits predict aitimidoyalty and incremental sales (Steinhoff
and Palmatier 2016). When customers’ purchasé ¢areot be assigned to thaticipation
of obtaining rewards (no point pressure effectpéans that they did not patrongeecifically
to earn more rewards. Their purchase behaviotinus not due to the will to earn more
rewards. In this case, the rewarded behaviourckeffethe main effect at work but with
relatively small devotion of effort. The main ratede underlying our hypothesis is the affect
transfer. When a reward is associated with a ipe§jtevaluated object, affect transfer will
occur. Affect transfer is the process wherein pespbre-existing affect associated with one
object is transferred to a closely related objexstiard which people may not hold prior affect
(Shimp 1981). Because rewarded behaviour effecpissitive reinforcement of behaviour and
generates positive affect, it could be transfefreoh the program to the company. This leads

to the following hypothesis:

H2: A high redemption rate combined with a low speé earning points will reduce

the gap between program loyalty and company loyalty

Whereas point pressure and learning effects or rdadabehaviour effects seem to
reduce the gap between company loyalty and prodpgalty, we propose that tr@mbined

result of all three effects will increase this gapVvhen high point pressure and high point
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redemption effects appear together, the high spafecarning will occur with clear
instrumentality of the LP’s incentives. This higlurchase level combined with high
redemption behaviour makes customers highly consaib the incentive that they are striving
towards. Moreover, the recurrent goal learningictviiefers to refers to @onscioudearning
about oneself (Dreze and Nunes 2011), that thesrmoers are subject to, will make them
highly conscious about their behaviours. This @sr's consciousness is less likely to
facilitate the formation of attitudinal program-gmendent loyalty. Retrieving incentive
associations from memory will interfere with thecess to other associations about the

company (Roehm et al. 2002). We thus hypothdbedollowing:

H3: A high redemption rate combined with a highespef earning will increase the gap

between program loyalty and company loyalty.

Methodology

The data

The data used in this study came from a leadinglpptovider's LP. We combined
survey data from LP members with data from that gamy’s customer database. The LP
allows customers to earn points for every litefuefl tanked. Each time LP members take fuel,
they have to validate their earned loyalty poinsde the shop. Customers can redeem their
points at any moment to earn a variety of rewandfuding cash discounts on fuel, movie
theatre tickets or home appliances at reduced.pticaddition, if LP members take fuel and
use their card at least once a month, they befnefit a free car assistance. This program was
chosen because it is a very popular program irffuékindustry. It provides us with a wide
range of customers with diverse profiles, includdiifiering speed of earning and redemption

rates.
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Customer survey data were collected by an onlimeeswising Qualtrics software. An
e-mail was sent out by the company to all membgtiseoprogram. The e-mail included a link
inviting to participate to the survey. The survegluded questions about attitudes and
behaviours towards the program and the companye#isa® specific customer-characteristic
guestions. Attitudinal program loyalty was assddseusing the scale of Yi and Jeon (2003).
To measure attitudinal company loyalty, a scale agepted from Evanschitzky et al. (2012).
Satisfaction with the company was measured basdaeoscale of Ashley et al. (2011) whereas
satisfaction with the LP was measured using thie sfdVlimouni-Chaabane and Volle (2010).

Constructs were measured on 7-point agreementssaatbare presented in Appendix 1.

The company provided us with a database contaité@tg on the behaviour of the LP
members who answered to the questionnaire for3hmadnths preceding the survey. The data
included, for each transaction, the number ofditanked, the number of points received, the
point level and the number of points redeemed. ciimepany also provided us with the length
of each member's membership. To assess the LPoersirspeed of earning properly, we
used customers validating their points at every &isd removed those not visiting the store to

earn points at every visit. Matching the data getserated a final sample of 1786 LP members.

Measurement of the dependent variable

Difference scores are often used as measures sfrgots in consumer research. A
difference score involves the subtraction of on@saoee from another to create a measure of a
distinct construct (Peter et al. 1993). To eviduhe gap between company loyalty and LP
loyalty, a difference score between LP loyalty anchpany loyalty was used. The higher and
positive this variable tends to be, the more custsmare loyal towards the program rather than
towards the company. When this variable is negali¥ members are more company loyal

than program loyal.
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Model overview

To test our hypotheses, we modelled the impatPomembers’ speed of earning and

redemption rate on our dependent variable “LP kyyaCompany loyalty” as in Equation 1:

LoyLP — LoyComp = By + B1LogSpeed + [,Red + B;Speed x red + f,Rel + BsSatComp

+ BeSatLP + f,Card + PgAge + fqGen + e

where

- LoyLP-LoyComp = difference score between LP loyaltyl company loyalty
- Speed = speed of earning

- Red =redemption rate

- Rel =relationship length

- SatComp = company satisfaction

- SatLP = LPsatisfaction

- Card = possession of a professional fuel card

- Age = age of the customer

- Gender = gender of the customer

- e =the residual term.

The first variable, speed of earning, represergsntimber of points earned per month and is
calculated as the total number of points earned3nmonths divided by the number of

membership months in this period. Because a lpgkd of earning is expected to reduce the
gap between LP loyalty and company loyalty, theafbf this variable should be negative on
LoyLP-LoyComp (H1). The second variable, redemptigte, represents the number of points
redeemed during the period. The impact of thisalde on our dependent variable is expected
to be negative as proposed in our second hypothds$ie Speed x Red interaction represents

high speed of earning combined with high redemptaias. As stated in H3, this interaction
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term is expected to have a positive effect on tbeeddent variable. We included several

control variables in our model. Rel representsrét@ionship length between the LP member
and the company. It is computed as the numberooiting since the customer is member of the
LP. SatComp and SatLP represent the satisfactitntiae company and the LP respectively.

Three other customer-specific control variablesearecluded. Card represents the customer’s
possession (or not) of a business fuel card. Whisnvariable is equal to 1, customers are
considered as business clients. Age and genderalsy included as control variables. Table

1 presents the descriptive statistics and coroglatof the key variables.

Table 1: Descriptive statistics

Min Max Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 LoyLP-LoyComp  -5,50 5,33 -0,43 1,15 1,00
2 LogSpeed -1,47 8,09 2,72 091 - o077 1,00
3 Red 0,00 1,00 0,05 0,19 0,04 316" 1,00
4 Rel 0,90 3,78 3,04 051 -112° -100° 101" 1,00
5 SatComp 1,00 7,00 5,76 0,84  04€ |05€ -0,02 -0,03 1,00
6 SatLP 1,00 7,00 5,84 098 277 002  .049  -054 622 1,00
7 Card 1,00 2,00 1,49 0,50 084" .227  -087 -,056 0,04 0,04 1,00
8 Age 4,00 87,00 50,96 12,10 - 067"  -177° -0,04 28t 097" 064" 08C" 1,00
9 Gender 1,00 2,00 1,77 0,42 0,00 151" 077" 110" -003"  -001 -0,03 111 1,00

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levet@ied).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltédled).

Model estimation

Because speed of earning points may be driven éyotyalty to the program and the
company, the speed variable may be endogenousurimodel, endogeneity could be caused
by a loop of causality between our dependant viriabd speed of earning points. Indeed,
loyalty may explain the customers’ speed of earningp address this issue, we used an
instrumental variable, whose requirements areithan explain speed of earning but have a
minimal correlation with the original model resid(&/ooldridge 2002). We used yearly total
fuel consumption as an instrumental variable. Vaisable was measured in the survey as the
total number of times a customer took fuel in aryea matter the fuel provider. Following

Wooldridge’s (2002) recommended two-stage leastarsagpu approach, we regressed the
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instrumental variable together with the other irelegent variables from the main model on

speed of earning as shown in Equation 2:

Speed = [y + Byitotalfuel + f,Red + fyRel + BsSatComp + BgSatLP + f,Card + BgAge

+ foGen + e

In the second stage, we used the predicted vatuespeed of earning instead of the
original values to estimate the main model (Leenteteal. 2007; Liu and Yang 2009).
Logarithmic transformation of Speed is used to casp the large scale of speed of earning.
Furthermore, to eliminate collinearity among thedictor variables in the model, we mean-

centered speed of earning and redemption rate.
Results

Table 2 shows the results for both stages of regmesThe R-square for the first-stage
model was .32. As expected, the total fuel congionphad a significant positive effect on
speed of earning€.339, p=.01). This suggests that high fuel constion predicts the number

of points earned by the customer.

Table 2: Model estimates

First stage Second stage
Variables Coefficients  t-values Variables Coefficients  t-values
Totalfuel -.339%** -26.262 Speed -.165* -1.917
Red 522%x% 16.767 Red -.597* -1.731
Rel =131 %= -.4.982 Speed x Red 784xx% 2.669
SatComp .088*** 4.749 Rel -.207*** -3.727
SatLP -.019"* -1.254 SatComp -.266*** -6.608
Card =237 -9.412 SatLP AT78xxx 14.246
Age -.005%** -4.227 Card 114> 1.896
Gen .205%** 6.833 Age -.007*** -3.012

Gen A51* 2.209

Adjusted R2 323 Adjusted R2 123
*p<.10
**p <.05
***p <.01

n.s. = not statistically significant
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The adjusted R-square for the second-stage maeld2. In support of H1, the results
showed a significant and negative coefficient fpeexdd of earningpE-.165, p<.10). This
indicates that a high speed of earning will redhesgap between program loyalty and company
loyalty. Supporting H2, the coefficient for redemopt rate was also negative and significant
(Bp=-.597, p<.10), suggesting that a high redemptete will also reduce the gap between
program loyalty and company loyalty. Although Separate effects of speed of earning and
redemption rate are negative, H3 predicted thagla $peed of earning combined with a high
redemption rate will have a positive effect on dependent variable, and thus increase the gap.
We captured this interaction with the speed x munt In line with our prediction, the
interaction term was positive and significapt.(784, p<.01), suggesting that a high speed of
earning combined with a high redemption rate telodsicrease the gap between program

loyalty and company loyalty.

Concerning the control variables, the negative figdificant coefficients of company
satisfaction [§=-.266, p<.01) and the length of the relationslfip- 207, p<.01) suggest that
satisfaction with the company and the duratiorhefrelationship with the company will reduce
the gap. On the other hand, LP satisfaction témdscrease the gap£.478, p<.01). Thisis
consistent with the well-known satisfaction-loyakyationship demonstrated in many previous

research (e.g. Magi 2003).
Discussion

Study 1 indicates that LP members’ speed of earpoigts and redemption rate can
predict the difference between program loyalty eachpany loyalty. Results are in line with
our predictions. In support of H1, LP membershwét high speed of earning but low
redemption rate will be more likely to be compaayal than LP loyal. Their high speed of
earning appears to be attributable to a habit-bésgdty. Indeed, in the absence of point

redemption, the purchases are not attributed tmmténtives and reduce the instrumentality of
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behaviour that will increase habit-based loyaltgiiderson et al. 2011). Moreover, the self-
efficacy learning effect seems to lead to posifealings towards the company. Supporting
H2, LP members with a high redemption rate willdubject to a rewarded behaviour that
reduces the gap between program loyalty and compayglty. It seems that rewarded

behaviour generates positive affect that is transfieto the company. H3 predicted that high
redemption rates combined with a high speed ofiegmwill increase the gap between program
loyalty and company loyalty. Our results also aonéd this hypothesis. Customers with a
high speed of earning and high redemption ratéigitdy conscious about the LP’s incentives
and this interferes with program-independent assiocis in their memories (Roehm et al.

2002).

Study 2

Nowadays, many companies have chosen to utilieetd#mailing to complement their
LP strategy. They use direct mailing campaigreotomunicate and thereby build relationships
with their LP members. In line with Gazquez-Abadle (2011), we define direct e-mailing as
an addressed, written, commercial message thetiv@ced by an online service. Inthe context
of LPs, previous research showed that direct ngslinave a positive impact on customers’
behaviour (Dorotic et al. 2014). The capabilitglesigning effective direct mails is considered
as a key success factor in direct marketing (Fedd. 2013). In this study, we will investigate

what type of content companies should use in tingesd of LP direct mailing communication.

Previous research on LPs has commonly differentidi® rewards according to
relatedness to the focal company (direct versusaai) and their monetary aspect (hard versus
soft) (Dorotic et al. 2012). Direct rewards telto the company (rewards supporting the value
proposition of the company) whereas indirect rewardve no linkage with the product or
service offered by the company (Dowling and Und!@87; Keh and Lee 2006). Rewards may

also be monetary or non-monetary. Monetary or hancrds consist of tangible rewards such
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as price discounts or vouchers. Whereas non-mgnetasoft rewards, include special
privileges such as services, special communicatornsntertainment (Bridson et al. 2008).
Previous studies have shown that reward typesakagnificant role in customers’ attitudinal
responses to LPs (Roehm et al. 2002; Yi and Je08)20This study investigates on what type

of LP rewards companies should communicate on.

Hypotheses development

There are two possible explanations why brandedlatonetary rewards will decrease
company loyalty. First, tangible rewards can undee customers’ long-term company
loyalty. This can occur because the elaboratioassbciations in memory is attracted to the
incentive at the expense of the company. LP-rélptiEe promotions might increase members’
sensitivity to rewards, but may divert attentionagvirom the company (Dorotic et al. 2010).
Associations with the promotions may gain in acik##ty and interfere with access to brand
associations (Roehm et al. 2002). Second, daetwmnbination of the trivialization effect and
availability valence theory, brand related pricerpotions can lead to negative attitudes toward
the company The trivialization effect postulatest a financial acknowledgement can lead to
less positive reactions than offering a verbal agkadgement (acknowledgement without a
monetary benefit). Verbal acknowledgement is eatald by the customer to verbal gratitude
expression whereas financial acknowledgement iduated both to verbal norms and
customers’ monetary expectations (Liu et al. 20IH)e availability valence theory states that
individuals’ attitudinal response to a persuasivassage is determined by the favourableness
or valence (Tietje 2002). If promotional commutica about a brand is not reaching
customers’ monetary expectations, it will be paredinegatively and consequently provide
unfavourable information that leads to less positevaluations about the company. In
conclusion, brand-related monetary e-mails migherfere or have a negative effect on

attitudes towards the company. As the most impbaiver of LP value perception is the
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monetary benefit, monetary rewards should incréfséoyalty. Hence, we hypothesize the

following:

H4: Brand-related mailings containing monetary micees will increase the gap

between program loyalty and company loyalty.

Methodology

Research design

To investigate the effect of an e-mailing campasgrthe gap between LP loyalty and
company loyalty, we conducted a field experimerdahaboration with the same fuel provider
as in study 1. We employed a 2 x 2 between miatdiden-subjects design with a control
group. It is a factorial design that includes bb#tween and within subjects’ variables. The
attitudes of the respondents were measured at éwspof time. In this case, it is a pre-post-
control design. All subjects are given a pre-test a post-test, and these two together serve as
a within-subjects factor. Respondents are alsaeédinto five groups, among which four
groups are the focus of the experiment (i.e., erpatal group), and one group is a control
group. The experimental group was exposed tordiffteconditions and served as between-

subjects factors (Mitchell 2010) .

To ensure that the effects measured in our expatimere attributable to the e-mails
sent in our experiment, the company constructe@tabase of customers who were never
contacted before by e-mail by the company. Thealuete of these LP members was divided
into four different e-mail groups and one contnaup, not receiving any communication from
the company. In total, the company sent out &surails to their LP members. At & first
survey was used to measure attitudinal LP and coynlpgalty (corresponding with the survey
of study 1). One week later, an e-mail containing manipulations were sent out to the

respondents. A second e-mail with the same maatipul and content (but a different mail
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subject) was sent one week after the first e-nyaid, at 6+sweeks We asked the respondents to
answer to the same survey for a second time. Stooter hypotheses, we manipulated the
monetary aspect and the brand relatedness ofrtiagle-The e-mails are presented in Appendix
2. Brand related monetary mails contained inforomaabout a free car assistance offered by
the company and the amount that customers canvgttveéhis car assistance. In the brand-
related non-monetary e-mails, the pecuniary infalonavas withdrawn and replaced by advice
to travel safely. In the non-brand related conditithe monetary e-mails contained a price
discount on movie theatre tickets (in a major méveatre company) while in the non-monetary
condition, no price discounts were offered but asimsummary was presented. In total, 286
LP members responded to survey 1, opened at lease-gnail and responded to survey 2.
Because access to favourable brand associatiompastant in fostering loyalty (Roehm et al.
2002), we removed all respondents disliking thetisepresented (score <4). Indeed, if a priori,
customers have unfavourable associations with taeds presented in the e-mail, it will be
impossible to foster loyalty. This resulted insable database of 150 respondents with a mean

age of 52 and whom 80% were men.

Model overview

We modelled the impact of the different mailingstbe same dependent variable as in

studyl, but measured in the second survey (afeeetails were sent) as shown in Equation

2:
LoyLP,— LoyComp,
= o+ p1(LoyLP; — LoyComp,) + B,monet + B;brand
+ Bemonet x brand + p;Rel + fgCard + B,Age + B ,Gen + e
where
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- LoyLP. — LoyComp - difference score between LP loyalty and companltgy
measured in daweeks

- LoyLP: — LoyComp = difference score between LP loyalty and compkyalty
measured ind

- Monet = monetary condition

- Brand = brand-related condition

- Rel = relationship length

- Card = possession of a professional fuel card

- Age = age of the customer

- Gender = gender of the customer

- e =the residual term.

The dependent variable represents the differerare etweehP loyalty and company
loyalty measured after the customers have receivails. The first independent variable,
LoyLP: — LoyComp, reflects the same measure, but computed basea dinsihsurvey, before
customers receive any e-mail from the company. éfleapresents the monetary scenario;
brand represents the brand related condition. HEne x brand term represents the interaction
between hard and brand-related. According to Hé, doefficient of this term should be

positive.

Results

Manipulation check.The results of our manipulation check supportedeffectiveness
of our treatment. To test the monetary aspectwfemails, we asked respondents the
perceived monetary benefits related to the e-rhay received. Perceived monetary benefits

were measured in survey 2 on a 3-item scale addpted Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle
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(2010). Perceived monetary benefits were highéhénmonetary condition than in the non-
monetary condition (Monetar=4.85, SD=1.28 and Mmoneta74.48, SD=1.31; F=3.901,
sig.=0.05). In line with Yi and Jeon (2003), nompaulation check was performed on brand

relatedness.
The results of our regression are shown in Tabl&lge R-square is equal to .289.

Table 3: Model estimates

Variables Coefficients t-values
LoyLP:-LoyComp 516*** 7.489
Monet -272"% -1.192
Brand -315"* -1.460
Monet X Brand .588** 2.011
Rel -.034"* -0.217
Card .270* 1.879
Age -.008"* -1.322
Gen -121* -0.681
Adjusted R? .289

*p<.10

**p <.05

***p <.01

n.s. = not statistically significant

As shown by the positive and significant coeffitiefthe interaction between hard and
brand (3=.566, p<.05), our results confirmed H4 stating thiéering monetary incentives in
brand related communication will increase the gafwben program loyalty and company

loyalty.
Discussion

Our second study investigated the effect of revear@munication in direct e-mail on
the difference score between program loyalty amdpamy loyalty. Confirming H4, when

companies communicate on monetary brand-relatedrdsyit will increase the gap between

172



program and company loyalty. The associations withpromotions made in memory will

interfere with the cue-compatible associations whtbrand.

General discussion

Implications for marketing literature

In a quest of creating a loyal customer base, compaommonly use LPs as a direct
marketing tool. However, previous research careid LPs as shams because they can create
liabilities rather than assets (Shugan 2005). déddé&Ps can make customers loyal to the LP
rather than building relationships with customer€ustomers only loyal to the LP will
constitute a liability for the company as theirddty is based on economic incentives. The LP
will create liabilities by promising future rewardsstead of creating assets, in other words, a
real long-term loyal customer base. Existing sisdinvestigate the antecedents and outcomes
of both loyalties and how they are linked (Evantaityi et al. 2012; Yi and Jeon 2003). Our
research contributes to literature by studying bhowecrease the gap between program loyalty

and company loyalty.

The findings of our first study reveal that diffatdoehavioural patterns with LPs can
predict the magnitude of this gap. More specificalustomers with a high speed of earning
(subject to point pressure effect and learningcgfer with a high redemption rate (subject to
rewarded-behaviour) will tend to be more attitutio@ampany loyal than LP loyal and thus,
create assets rather than liabilities. In contasttomers with a high speed of earning and a
high redemption rate (point pressure, rewarded \betia and learning effects occurring
together), will be more likely to be LP loyal themmpany loyal and thus create liabilities rather
than assets for the company. Our research canfimavious studies stating that LP points
accumulation and redemption rates differ from ordvidual to another and allow customers
to be segmented (Frisou and Yildiz 2011). Ourifigd contribute to the LP literature by

showing how these accumulation and redemption maiiésmpact the gap between program
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loyalty and company loyalty. Moreover, our resbaadds on previous LP literature by
studying the largely unexplored but crucial linkideeen behaviours and attitudes. In the
context of LPs, only a few researchers have stuléddhvioural and attitudinal data together.
Leenheer et al. (2007) assessed the relationshigbe attitudes towards the LPs and share of
wallet. Demoulin and Zidda (2009) investigated Hmhavioural and attitudinal loyalty drive
LP adoption likelihood and timing. Evanschitzkyatt (2012) demonstrated the impact of
attitudinal program and company loyalty on futuades. We show, based on LP members’

behavioural data, what their attitudes towards gogand company tend to be.

In our second study, we show that direct commuiginah the context of LPs can affect
the gap between program loyalty and company loyaRyevious studies demonstrated that
reward types play a significant role in predicteitjtudes of customers (Roehm et al. 2002).
For example, Yi and Jeon (2003) found that, undgh imvolvement, direct (brand-related)
rewards are more effective in building program’suea Moreover, researchers showed that
monetary rewards might be deficient as a tool tnaase company loyalty (Tietje 2002). Our
findings showed that communicating on brand-relatedetary rewards will increase the gap
between program loyalty and company loyalty. Tdulsls on previous studies showing that
promotions may divert attention away from the conypéDorotic et al. 2014) and interfere
with access to brand associations (Roehm et aR)20@ also supports the previous finding
that, according to the trivialization effect, firaal acknowledgement can lead to less positive

attitudes than verbal acknowledgements (Liu, 2015).

Implications for marketing practice

Our findings suggest that it is easily possible éompanies to evaluate their LP
members’ attitudes based on their behaviours witb. L The vast majority of companies are in
the possession of many databases containing tieimeémbers’ behaviours, among which

customers’ speed of earning and redemption rate, lBcause of missing resources, many LP

174



managers do not use this data. We suggest that#meeasily segment and predict their LP
members’ attitudes according to their speed ofiegrand redemption rate. Customers with
a high speed of earnimg a high redemption rate will be more likely to bgdl to the company
rather than the program whereas, with a high spéedrningand high redemption rate they
will tend to be more LP loyal than company loy@b implement the insight from this research,
we suggest companies to be attentive to the “heglemption-high speed of earning” members

as they might create assets rather than consgtatneal long-term loyal customer base.

Our research also shows that with a simple impleaid® tool, namely direct
communication via e-mail, it is possible to impalce gap between program loyalty and
company loyalty. Although the majority of firmseusnonetary incentives, communication

based on brand-related monetary rewards mightidedg customers’ loyalty to the company.
Limitations and future research

This research has several limitations. First,sbudy only considered the impact of two
behaviours with LPs to evaluate the impact custemattitudinal loyalty. But previous
research showed that customers’ behaviour at tiipettion such as share of wallet or share
of visits are predictors attitudes (Kang et al.2010ur study lacks of competitive information.
Further research should investigate the effeatsare complete behaviours, taking into account
customers’ behaviours at the competitors. Secaittipugh LP value perception is an
important predictor of program loyalty (Leenheeakt2007), our study did not consider this
measure. Further research should include LP ysuseption in the model and might consider
it as a moderator of the behaviour-attitude refetiop. Third, the effects we found may not be
generalizable to all contexts. We used the saeligfovider for the two studies. Fuel providers
are specific in the sense that their prices aieialffy fixed by the government and do not differ
very much from one another. Furthermore, thearusts’ visits to the fuel provider are often

more depending on convenience than on loyalty scaustomers might not have the choice
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to where they take fuel when their petrol tanknspgy. Fourth, whereas involvement and
status have been found to be important moderatdoyalty in the context of LPs (Yi and Jeon
2003), our study did not include this variableghia model. Fifth, only two elements of LP
design are investigated but previous research bBawustrated that other elements such as
timing of rewards, magnitude and point structureehianpact on customer loyalty (Nunes and
Dreze 2006; Yi and Jeon 2003). Finally, althougimpany loyalty is a long-term concept, our

study did not consider long-term longitudinal data.
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Appendix 1:

Loyalty to the program (Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010; Yi and Jeon 2003
- I would recommend this program to others
- | have a strong preference for this program
- |l like this program more so than other programs

Company loyalty (Evanschitzky et al. 2012)
- | have a strong preference for this retailer
- This retailer is my first choice when it comes toghasing xyz-products

Satisfaction (Ashley et al. 2011)
- Very dissatisfied...Very satisfied

Satisfaction with the program (Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010)

- I made a good choice when | decided to participatkis program

- My overall evaluation of this program is good

- The advantages | receive, being a member of tligram, meet my expectations
- Allin all, I'm satisfied with this program

Perceived monetary benefit§Mimouni-Chaabane and Volle 2010)

- This e-mail allowed me to save money
- This e-mail proposed an interesting monetary achgant
- Thanks to this e-mail, it will be less expensivéha future
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Appendix 2: e-mails for study 2

Brand related — monetary

o ToTAL

yvotre avantage:
jusqud

SEMAINES

E
EPANNAGE
ASSISTANCE DEPAN
TUl

GRA

—

ToTaL
COMMITTED TOBETTERENERGY

Cher Client,
Grice & Total profitez d'une assistance dépannage gratuits ' - A E—

24ni24, Ty partout en Belgique et dans 35 pays européens,
La couverture offerte par Total est compléte d'une valeur de

138€ panne, accident, crevaison, problemes de cis, panne
dessence, ereur de prise de carburant

o N
yotre avantage:

jusqu'a

Total vous propose également le remorquage de votre

véhicule dans le garage le plus proche du fieu de .
Immobiisation ainsiqu'une voiture de remplacement durant = cgnt“_
2eh ’

v A A

Comment faire ?

. NES 1. Demandez votre carte Total Club dans une des stations
sEM AI Total

ASSisnncEpEpANﬂAGE T ———

ATU IT 3. Inscrivez votre numéro de plaque pour bénéficier de la

Total Assistance

s

Vous pouvez alors bénéficier dune assistance dépannage gratute pendant 3 semaines valable partout en Belgiue
eten Europe.

4. Validez un plein de minimum 25L sur votre carte Total Club

Non-brand related — Monetary

Brand related — non aope

PARTEZ EN TOUTE SECURITE | O
AVEC TOTAL ASSISTANGE

Tora
COMAMTTED VO BETTER BRERGY

Cher Client,

Quelgues conseils pour voyager en toute sécurité

Werifiez Iétat général de votre véhicule:

La pression des pn eus dépend de chague modéle. |l est
toutefois important de la contrler avant de prendre la route et de
radapter en fonction de votre trajet. | est conseilé d'utiiser la
pression maximale (+0.2 4 0.3) lorsgue votre véhicule est trés
chargé ou pour de longue distance. Attention, i vous tractez une
remorgue ou une caravane, la pression de gonflage peut tre
asugmentée entre 0.5 et 0.8 bars (attention au poids de la charge)

L'usure des pneus est également un point importante &
contrdler. Vérifiez la profondeur des rainures du pneus sur base
des témoins disposés a 4 endroits de la bande

Woubliez pas de contrbler 'état de votre pneus de secours si

vous en disposez dun

Non-brand related — Mn-monetary

Cher Client,

Jusqu'a 27% de réduction sur vos tickets de
cinéma

En tant que client Total, vous bénéficiez de réductions
exclusives allant jusqua 27%* sur vos tickets de cinéma
chez nos partenaires Kinepolis et Cinépointcom

Par tranche d'achat de 25 lires ou 15€ dans un shop Total,
vous pouvez dirsctement acheter vos tickets de cinéma a
un préx fortement réduit

Comment faire?

1. Faites le plein chez Totak par ranche d'achat de 25 lires
ou 15€ dans un shop Total
2. Vous pouvez directement acheter vos tickets de cinéma
& un prix fortement réduit

- Tickets Kingpolis Weekday: réduction de 27%", tickets
valables du lundi au jeudi dans toutes les salles Kinepolis
en Belgique

- Tickets Kinepolis 7/7: réduction de 13%", tickets.
valables toute Ia semaine dans tous les compiexes belges
de Kinepolis
‘ - Tickets Cinépointcom 7/7: réduction jusqu'a 13% dans

Ies 6 salles de Cingpointcam en Walonie

Cher Client,

Vivez une matinée cinématographique
fantastique en famille 3 Kinepolis !

Un excellent fim en avant-premiére et beaucoup d'autres
SUTprises...

Devenexz la star du jour et faites votre entrée sur le apis
bleu. Posez comme de vraies stars du cinéma devant

. notre photographe, ravissez la vedette sur la piste de
a f f h e m ovl es danse dans notre salle disco’ Pas envie de danser ?
Donnez libre cours & votre créativité dans latelier de
dessin

by AR
LE MONDE DE

En tant que client Total, nous vous proposons de
découvrir en famille la prochaine édition avec le film "Le
monde de Dory”
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Appendix 3: questionnaire

Mail

SUJET : Répondez et tentez votre chance pour gdd@€r de carburant !

Numéro de carte : ....
Cher membre Total Club,
Afin de mieux vous servir et offrir de meilleurs aantages a nos clientsnous réalisons une enquéte

scientifique concernant le programme de fidélitéal €lub.

Auriez-vous l'amabilité de répondre a ces quelguestions ? L'’enquéte prend environ 10 minutesylh ni
bonne, ni mauvaise réponse, seule votre opinios méresseCes informations seront traitées de maniére
totalement confidentielle et anonyme. Les donnéeg seront pas utilisées a des fins commerciales

Pour des raisons méthodologiques, certaines qusgtieuvent vous paraitre redondantes pais pouvoir
mieux répondre a vos besoins a I'avenjiil est essentiel pour le succes de I'étude ques vépondiez foutes
les questions

Cliguez ici afin de patrticiper a cette étude (cos@mde deux enquétes) et tentez votre chance pgonegl50€
de carburant !

Merci d’avance pour votre collaboration !

Questionnaire

Q1 : Cher Membre TOTAL CLUB,
Nous vous remercions d'accepter de participerta eetjuéte!

Pour rappel, 'enquéte prend environ 10 minutesyila ni bonne, ni mauvaise réponse, seule vgingian
nous intéresse. Ces informations seront traitéesaieere totalement confidentielle et anonyme.d@mées ne
seront pas utilisées a des fins commerciales.

Participez deux fois a I'enquéte (un second e-waai$ parviendra d'ici quelques semaines semaihéspe
guestion subsidiaire pour tenter de gagner 150&dsurant.

Afin que nous puissions vous prévenir si vous &jtertie des gagnants, pourriez-vous indiquer vaireéro de
carte Total Club Pvotre numéro de carte se trouve en haut a dratesd’e-mail ou au dos de votre carte sous
le code-barres)
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(Mesures de la participation au programme de figli

Q2 : Voici ci-dessous une série d'affirmations décrivarire participation au programme de fidélité TQTA
CLUB. Pour chacune de ces affirmations, veuilleignerdans quelle mesure vous étes d'accord avec celle-
ci ? [Cochez un chiffre de 1 a 7. « 1 » signifie ques/alétes pas du tout d’accord et « 7 » signifievques étes
tout a fait d’accord avec cette affirmation (unalegéponse possible)]

Pas du tout 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tout a fait
d’accord d’accord
Affirmations Variable
Je me considére comme un membre actif du prograhutas Club Perceived
Je participe activement au programme Total Club activity level

Lorsque je prends du carburant chez Total, je daiis le magasin pour valider mes points.

Lorsque je prends du carburant chez Total, je pspsetanément a aller valider ma carte d
le magasin.

Lorsque je prends du carburant en dehors des hdanegerture, je pense a valider ma carte

ultérieurement

Je fais le nécessaire pour échanger mes points@tair la récompense

aCard usage

Lorsque je recois une récompense a utiliser lonsiole prochain passage chez Total, je fais un pgint
effort pour retourner chez Total afin d’en bénéfici redemption

Lorsque j'ai atteint un certain seuil de pointsirje rends spécifiguement chez Total pouy
recevoir ma réecompense

Je suis prét(e) a prendre du carburant plus sowheat Total pour bénéficier d’avantages
supplémentaires offerts par le programme.

Adapt
Je suis prét(e) a aller chez Total plutdt qu'aiégpour bénéficier d’avantages supplémentaireﬁ)urchl?,j\se

offerts par le programme behavior

Je suis prét(e) a faire un détour pour aller chetalTafin de bénéficier d’avantages
supplémentaires offerts par le programme

Quel que soit mon expérience (positive ou négatvel le programme de fidélité Total Club,
je vais parler de mon expérience vécue avec maueage

Lorsque je suis dégue par le programme de Totdd,gduvais en parler a mon entourage Share
Si je suis satisfaite du programme Total club,gis vecommander ce programme & mor} information
entourage
Je vais essayer de convaincre mon entourage daddéprogramme Total Club lorsqu'il y|a
une offre intéressante
Lorsque je regois une communication liée au prognarfiotal Club (un e-mail, une brochure,
un flyer, etc.), je 'ouvre

Lorsque je regois une communication liée au prognarotal Club (un e-mail, une brochure, Process
un flyer, etc.), je passe du temps a la lire information

Lorsque je regois une communication liée au prognarfiotal Club (un e-mail, une brochure,
un flyer, etc.), je la jette directement a la pdléb@everse)

Lorsque je recois une offre comme membre du programotal Club, je suis curieuse et je

vais rechercher plus d’informations Search for
Je recherche des informations sur le programmealdkité Total Club (sur internet ou dans |leinformation
magasin) (proactive)

Je me tiens au courant des offres que propos@tggmme Total Club
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(Mesures d’attitudes envers Total et son prograriwial Club)

Q3 : Voici ci-dessous une série d'affirmations décrivars attitudes et vos comportements envers le
programme de fidélité Total Club. Pour chacune de ces affirmations, veuillez ineiqlans quelle mesure

vous étes d'accord avec celle-ci ?

(échelle de pas du tout d’accord (1) a tout a ¢éétccord (7))

J'ai fait un bon choix quand j'ai décidé de pap@i au programme Total Club.
Mon évaluation globale du programme Total Clubbestne

Les avantages que j'ai recus ainsi qu’étre un merdhrprogramme Total Club rencontrent
mes attentes

Tout bien considéré, je suis satisfait du progrardmédélité Total Club

Program
satisfaction

Je recommanderais le programme Total Club & d’agteesonnes

J'ai une forte préférence pour le programme TolabC

Je préfére le programme Total Club a d’autres pnognes

Attitudinal
program
loyalty

Q4 : Voici ci-dessous une série d'affirmations décrivems attitudes et vos comportements enVetsl. Pour
chacune de ces affirmations, veuillez indiquer daredle mesure vous étes d’'accord avec celle-ci ?

(échelle de pas du tout d’accord (1) a tout a deétccord (7))

Méme si Total était plus difficile a atteindre gentinuerais a prendre du carburant chez eu

Je me sens engagé envers Total

J'éprouve un certain plaisir a effectuer mon plinrmes achats chez Total Engagement
Je suis tres lié(e) a Total

Je suis prét a faire davantage de kilomeétres &firester client de Total

Je rachéterais du carburant chez Total Company
J'ai tendance a retourner chez Total pour prendreadburant loyalty

Total est mon premier choix quand il s’agit de pirendu carburant

Je préfére Total plutdét qu'une autre enseigne pamdre du carburant

(attitudinal)

Q5 : Dans quelle mesure étes-vous satisfait(e) palésents suivants offerts par votre station Toahlituelle?

(échelle allant de pas du tout satisfait (1) a tadait satisfait (7))

- L’emplacement

- La qualité du carburant

- Le prix du carburant

- Le service offert par le personnel

- La qualité de produits offerts dans le shop
- Le prix des produits offerts dans le shop

- Lavariété de I'offre dans le shop

Satisfaction

(Mesures de comportements)

Q6 : En moyenne, a quelle fréquence vous rendez-vaus wee station-service pour prendre du carburant

(toutes enseignes et toutes marques confondu@s)

- Plus de 3 fois par semaine
- 2 a3 fois par semaine

- 1 fois par semaine

- 2 a 3 fois par mois

- 1 fois par mois

- 1 fois tous les 2 mois

- 2 a3fois paran

- Moins de 2 fois par an
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Q7 : En moyenne, a quelle fréquence vous rendez-vwahez Total pour prendre du_carburant ?

Plus de 3 fois par semaine
2 a 3 fois par semaine

1 fois par semaine

2 a 3 fois par mois

1 fois par mois

1 fois tous les 2 mois

2 a 3 fois par an

Moins de 2 fois par an

Q8 : Lorsque vous vous rendez chez Total prendre dearburant, a quelle fréquence vous rendez-vous dan

le shop

?

A chaque fois (100% des visites chez Total)
1,5 fois sur 2 (75% des visites chez Total)

1 fois sur 2 (50% des visites chez Total)

1 fois sur 4 (25% des visites chez Total)

1 fois sur 5 (20% des visites chez Total)

1 fois sur 20 (5% des visites chez Total)
Jamais

Q9 : En moyenne, a quelle fréquence vous rendez-wdans le shop d'une stationTotal sans prendre du
carburant ?

Plus de 3 fois par semaine
2 a 3 fois par semaine

1 fois par semaine

2 a 3 fois par mois

1 fois par mois

1 fois tous les 2 mois

2 a 3 fois par an

Moins de 2 fois par an

Q10 : Pourriez-vous indiquer pour quelle(s) raisorg) vous vous rendez habituellement dans le shop ?
Plusieurs réponses possibles.

- Pour me rendre aux toilettes

- Pour acheter des produits

Q10b : Quelle(s) catégorie(s) de produits achetemus ? Plusieurs réponses possibles

Boissons non alcoolisées

Boissons alcoolisées

Tabac

Café (a la machine)

Sucreries (par exemple chocolat, bonbons,...)
Snack salés (par exemple chips)

Sandwichs

Viennoiserie

Produits pour votre voiture, huile de moteur
Presse

Lotto

Produits de dépannage (par exemple épicerie, geofilais, pain)
Fleurs
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(Questions liées au profil du répondant)

Questionnaire 1:

Q11 : A présent, voici quelques questions concernamé \yobfil et vos préférences.
Veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vous étescdiacavec les affirmations suivantes

(échelle de pas du tout d’accord (1) a tout a ¢éétccord (7))

Je n'aime pas donner mes informations personn&lies entreprise Privacy
J'ai peur de donner mes informations personnelldssaentreprises concerns
Cela m’ennuie lorsque je recois des mails non égsle la part d'une entreprise
Je n'aime pas recevoir des mails non désirés gartad’'une entreprise

Q12:

(Implication dans la catégorie de produits (validiéns le questionnaire pré-test))

- En général, je suis quelgu’un qui est intéresséepaarburant
- En général, je suis quelgu’un pour qui le carbusabéaucoup d'importance

Veuillez, sur chaque ligne, cocher la bulle qulétf le mieux votre opinion concernant votre profil
(échelle de 1 &4 5)

- J'ai une opinion trés défavorable envers le cartiufatal Excellium/le service Total Assistance/Lanc
Garden/Kinepolis —
0 jai une opinion trés favorable envers le carburgatial Excellium/le service Total
Assistance/Lunch Garden/Kinepolis

Questionnaire 2 :

(Perception des e-mails regus)

Q11b :Nous vous demandons a présent de repenser auxddmigrs e-mails que vous avez recus de la part de
Total (en tant que membre Total Club).

Veuillez, sur chaque ligne, cocher la bulle quiétf le mieux votre opinion concernant le conteacet e-mail.
(échelle de 1 a 5)

Le contenu de ces e-mails était :

- Pas convaincant — convaincant
- Pas crédible — crédible
- Pas informatif — informatif

Q12b :Veuillez indiquer dans quelle mesure vous étescdia avec les affirmations suivantes concernasit le
deux derniers e-mails regus de la part de Totaltéert que membre Total Club) :

(échelle de pas du tout d'accord (1) a tout a ¢éétccord (7))
(hard: Monetary savings)

- Ces e-mails me permettent de faire des économies
- Ces e-mails me proposent un avantage monétaimeaisant

Grace a cet e-mail, cela me codtera moins cherldaosur
(soft: Exploration)

- Ces e-mails m'ont fait découvrir de nouvelles infations
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- J'ai appris des choses en lisant ces e-mails
- Grace a ces e-mails, j'ai découvert du nouveauvecant

(soft: Entertainment)

- Le contenu de ces e-mails m’a réjoui
- C'était amusant de lire ce type d’emails

(Personnalisation)

- Ces e-mails m'étaient personnellement adressés
- Ces e-mails étaient personnalisés pour moi
- Ces e-mails m'étaient adressés spécifiquement

Socio démo

Q13 : Avez-vous une carte carburgnarte TOTAL avec laquelle vous payez votre carbi)ra
Q14 : Etes-vous...

O une femme (1)

O un homme (2)

Q15 : Quel age avez-vous ?

Q16 : Quel est votre plus haut dipléme ?

Pas de dipléme

Dipléme primaire (1)

Dipl6bme secondaire inférieur (2)
Dipléme secondaire supérieur (3)
Dipl6me supérieur non-universitaire (4)
Dipl6bme supérieur universitaire (5)
Dipléme post-universitaire (6)

(ONCNONONONONG,

Questionnaire 2
Q17 : Quelle est votre profession ?

Etudiant

Personne au foyer

Sans emploi

Ouvrier

Employé
Cadre

Indépendant

Profession libérale

Autre : ...............

Personnes retraitées

O OO0 ooo OO o

o Personne au foyer

o0 Sans emploi

o Ouvrier
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o Employé

o Cadre

0 Indépendant

o Profession libérale

o Autre: ...............

Q18 : Cette enquéte est a présent terminée. Total vousroge infiniment d’avoir consacré un peu de votre
temps.
- Envoi 1 : Afin de tenter votre chance pour gagri€lde carburant, nous vous demanderons de
participer a unéleuxiéme enquéteui vous sera envoyée d'ici quelques semaines.

- Envoi 2 : Participez dés maintenant au concoursddigagner 150€ de carburant.
Q19 Quel est le nom du programme de fidélité Total ?

- Total Plus

- Total Club

- Total Exclusif

- Total Team

Q20 : Selon vous, combien de personnes auront répordplétement aux deux enquétes envoyeées le 19 juillet

2016 a minuit ?

Les gagnants seront avertis par e-mail.

Merci pour votre précieuse collaboration
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GENERAL CONCLUSION
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There is no doubt that loyalty programs are stijpgar. But are they still effective?
Following a recent study of Colloquy (2017), magkstcontinue to put more and more time
and money into their programs, but are they gettimg kind of payoffs they expect in
sustainable relationships and customer engagemEaitihg this issue as a starting point, this
doctoral dissertatiorassesses the effectiveness of loyalty programsuildiny customer
engagement and loyaltypecifically, the first essay answers the firseegsh questions of this
doctoral research by showing what engagement Wethik, developing a valid scale for it and
assessing its link with company engagement. Intiadd this essay shows that traditionally
used measures of LP engagement such as card usggenb redemption do not reflect
effectively customers’ engagement with the compartye second essay identifies what reward
types and communication should be used to make menmbore engaged with LPs. The third
essay addresses the third research question ofldkisral dissertation. Indeed, this essay
identifies the behavioural patterns that reducegtqe between program loyalty and company

loyalty. In addition, the impact of different typef LP-related direct communication is studied.

The following section summarizes the theoreticahtabutions of the three essays
composing the main body of this dissertation. Beeathe specific contributions to the
literature of each essay were discussed previotisg/section focuses more specifically on the
overall contributions of this doctoral work. Thamagerial implications of this dissertation are
then discussed. Finally, we present the generataiions of this doctoral research as well as

avenues for future research.
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Theoretical contributions
Overall, this doctoral dissertation makes severapdrtant contributions to the

marketing literature on LPs.

First, whereas the effectiveness of LPs is stillirese of debate and customer’s
engagement is low, previous studies that invesitfae effects of LPs on members’ attitudes
and behaviours rarely consider customers’ engagemvéh LPs.  When assessing the
effectiveness of LPs, the vast majority of previsasearch compared members with non-
members, no matter customers’ level of engageméhttiae program. Based on behavioural
data, a first group of authors modelled the impddtPs on customers’ purchase behaviour
(Sharp and Sharp 1997; Bolton et al. 2000; Liu 200dstomer lifetime duration (Meyer-
Waarden 2007), customer retention (Lewis 2004)amnmany’s sales (Liu and Yang 2009).
These authors considered LP membership as an indepevariable or selected LP members
for their analyses, no difference was made betweembers according to their engagement
with the program. A second group of authors cotetliexperiments to determine the
effectiveness of LPs. Some authors focused on fiieeteof some LP design elements on
measures such as value perception of the programaifd Jeon 2003), post-program
accessibility of information (Roehm et al. 2003jitadinal loyalty (Keh and Lee 2006), self-
reported behavioural loyalty (Wirtz et al. 2007}, perception of status (Dreze and Nunes
2009). In their experiments, respondents weremasduo be LP members, no matter their
engagement level. Moreover, the surveys did ndtide a measure to assess how engaged
customers were with the program. But, for LPtefyges to succeed, it is crucial that customers
participate in the program. Studies assessingffieetiveness should consider LP members’
engagement level with the LP. A small numbeaughors evaluated LP’s effectiveness based
customers’ card usage (Mauri 2003) or point red@ngiehaviours (Dréze and Nunes 2011;

Dorotic et al. 2014; Stourm et al. 2015). Evenutjio these studies consider some forms of
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customers’ engagement with LPs, they do not evaltie whole set of customers’ responses
to LPs incentives. Thérst essayof this doctoral dissertation contributes to tHe-related
literature by proposing a valid and reliable sdalevaluate members’ engagement with LPs.
In line with van Doorn et al. (2010), we proposeatthP engagement is composed of
behavioural manifestations, beyond purchase. Wwvsthat LP engagement is a multi-
dimensional concept, which is composed of six déffik behaviors. Moreover, we show that

LP engagement is an important predictor of custaroerpany engagement.

Second, previous research considered card usageimtr redemption behaviours as
proxies to evaluate the effectiveness of LPs. M#R003) investigated the effect of
promotional inducements on card usage. Dorotal.g2014) studied the reward redemption
effects when customers choose how much and wheredeem. Stourm et al. (2015)
investigated the underlying motivations to stookgibints (or to redeem). Dréze and Nunes
(2011) assessed the impact of successful rewathai@nt on purchase behaviour. Whereas
these studies considered card usage and point ptidenas important factors to assess the
effectiveness of LPs, this doctoral dissertatioowshthat these behaviours might not always be
adequate for predicting long-term relationshipse Tindings ofthe first essaysuggest that,
although card usage and point redemption behavererpart of LP engagement, they are not
highly correlated to company engagement. In aolditihe results of the first studytbie third
essayshow that LP members with a combination of higeespof earning loyalty points and
high redemption rate tend to be loyal to the prograther than to the company. These
members thus constitute liabilities for companiasthe sense that they are loyal to the

incentives instead of long-term loyal to the compan

Third, this doctoral dissertation provides insights what LP members’ behavioural
patterns will characterize customers’ engagememng¢lationships. While building long-term

relationships is a key objective of LPs (Berry 20€8ng et al. 2015), little attention has been
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paid on what LP-related behaviours reflect theigagement in long-term relationships.
Existing studies has mainly focused on the effeftdPs on attitudinal company loyalty
(Bagchi and Xingbo 2011; Evanschitzky et al. 20t2)tomer company identification (Kang
et al. 2015; Brashear-Alejandro et al. 2016) or wotment (Melancon et al. 2011; Noble et al.
2014). This doctoral dissertation adds on previ@search by proposing a set of LP-related
behaviours that will identify long-term orientedstomers.Essay Idemonstrates that members
adapting their purchase behaviour depending on aferings, sharing and searching
information about the program will be more engamed relationship with the company. In
thethird essaythe results of the first study show that memetis a high speed of earnimg

a high redemption rate will be more likely to bgdbto the company than to the program.

Fourth, this doctoral dissertation contributes e targe amount of studies on the
effectiveness of LP design. Rewards structurebess studied extensively in the literature
(Breugelmans et al. 2015). Previous studies tiyeged the effect of rewards structure or
point structure on customer’s decision to join @& and Simonson 2002), attitudinal loyalty
(Roehm et al. 2002; Keh and Lee 2006), store satisih (Bridson et al. 2008) or perceived
value of LP (Kivetz and Simonson 2003). This doaltalissertation contributes to this wide
range of studies by identifying the rewards struethat likely makes customers more engaged
with the program and loyal to the company.essay 2we studied the effects of LP perceived
benefits on LP engagement. The findings of thimgsuggest that LP’s design should induce
hedonic benefits to enhance involved customersagegent with LPs. For low involved
customers, prompting utilitarian benefits seem mhest appropriate strategy. This lends
support to previous findings stating that the ddfe types of benefits associated with the
program affect customers’ participation with thegmam (De Wulf et al. 2003). kssay 3we
investigated the effect of the reward structuréh@ngap between program loyalty and company

loyalty. The results of this essay show that, wiigitarian benefits are prompted together with
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brand-related associations, they are likely to n@alstomers loyal to the program instead of to
the company. These findings confirm that utildarbenefits can lead to short-term program
loyalty (Dorotic et al. 2010) and contributes t@yous research by showing that utilitarian

benefits combined with brand-related associati@msincrease the gap between program and

company loyalty.

Fifth, this doctoral research adds on previousistutty confirming that customers
differently react to LPs. Prior studies suggesited customers are heterogeneous with respect
to their responses to LPs (Kopalle et al. 2012)wds for instance shown that customers’
responses depend on their initial loyalty levels (2007; Wirtz et al. 2007) and involvement
levels (Yi and Jeon 2003; Melancon et al. 2011)e findings ofessay Zonfirm the findings
of these studies by showing that customers re#feteintly to the LP design according to their
initial loyalty and involvement levels. Our resushow that (1) whereas highly involved
customers will be more engaged when hedonic bené2if low involved customers will prefer
utilitarian benefits, (3) and, personalized comnsation will be more effective if customers

are already loyal to the company.

Finally, this doctoral dissertation addresses sdvacademic avenues for future
research. Essay lresponds to the call for academic insights on omaas consumers’ LP
participation and investigation of their relatiandther LP performance metrics (Breugelmans
et al. 2015). Theecond essagpproaches the question on how do different conicatian
frames influence consumer behaviour and LP perfoomgBreugelmans et al. 2015). And
essay 3 tackles the question of whether customesnte loyal to LP incentives or to the

retailer running the LP (Dorotic et al. 2012).
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Managerial implications

According to a managerial study by Capgemini (20I7&)% of transaction-based
programs actually fail in the first two years. Lfag in providing the experiences that create
long-term emotional loyalty. LP managers spendtau@5% of their time and money on
acquisition (Colloquy 2015). Yet, only 25% of LPsward customers for some form of

engagement (Capgemini 2015).

With the proportion of active members continuinglézrease and the loyalty landscape
becoming ever more competitive, retailers must sfefheir game. Loyalty marketers are not
doing enough to drive engagement and value forrarognembers. There is a big gap between
members that are simply signing up and long-tergagad ones. Indeed, engaged LP members
are far more likely to spend more money, spend ni@guently, try new products, refer
potential new customers and contribute to profiilstthan are new members (Colloquy 2015).
LPs should engage with their LPs in multiple wdys,it online, or in-store and with a wide

range of rewards that really engages and enticeso®es in.

This doctoral dissertation examines three partical@as where marketers should
rethink their LPs to create better, more profitaielationships with customers. Driving long-
term retention of loyal members will lower the aaléimvestment and LPs will naturally acquire

new members through reputation.

First, as it is important for managers to focupwofitable existing members rather than
new and non-active members, we provide them witistdo segment their members and
identify the most profitable ones. déssay 1based on attitudinal data, we show that customers
using their card, redeeming their points and opgoommunications from the company are not
necessarily engaged with the company in a reldtipns Managers should identify their
engaged members by looking at other behaviours as@dapting purchases to benefit more

from the LP, sharing and searching information alhbe LP. Members performing these
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behaviours will be profitable in the sense thatytlaee more likely to be engaged in a
relationship with the company. &ssay 3based on behavioural data, we show that customers
with a high speed of earning loyalty points andghhedemption rate will rather be loyal to
the program than to the company. These custornessiot constitute a profitable asset for the
company. We suggest managers to segment memhmaliag to their speed of earning
loyalty points and redemption rates and to be aaref this “high speed of earning — high

redemption rate” segment.

Second, the findings adssay 2suggest that LP managers should focus on offering
adequate rewards. Nowadays, modern-day loyaltylmeesrare demanding a wider variety of
rewards from their LPs (Collinson 2016). Where&%o70f customers continue to participate
in a LP because the rewards and offers receivexctkeant to them, 56% stopped participating
because the program did not provide rewards thatast them (Colloquy 2015). The most
important aspect of LP for members is the wide eaofjyrewards offered (Collinson 2016).
Based on the results of the first studyesbay 2we propose that managers should focus on
offering monetary incentives to enhance their austis’ LP engagement. But this strategy will
only be effective if customers have a low involverievel. To enhance engagement of highly

involved customers, offering hedonic benefits seanmsore appropriate strategy.

Third, this doctoral dissertation provides managemsh insights on how to
communicate with their LP members. Our first reamendation is related to personalized
communication. Marketers often miss the mark angusustomers’ data to create relevant
communications and personal experiences (Colli28di6). The modern consumer wants to
be treated as an individual, not just as a numWéth this in mind, LP managers need to think
about personalizing their offers to their LP mensber The findings oéssay Zuggest that
personally addressing their members and customizomgent will make members more

engaged with LPs. Our second recommendation bordke type of content managers should

201



communicate on. Based on the second essay, weg@opanagers to use “soft” content in
their communications rather than “hard” to makehhignvolved customers more engaged.
Moreover, based on the findings of dhird essaywe recommend managers to be careful when
communicating on brand-related monetary incentbeasause it might make customers more

loyal to incentives of the program than to long¥idoyal to the company.
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Ethical questioning with respect to loyalty prograns

Although LPs are widely used by companies in thgehto contribute to the company’s
financial performance, it is essential to undertimat these programs are not always beneficial
for customers. LPs are subject to frequent csitid even though they are supposed to provide
value for customers. There is often an implisgswamption that all customers are willing to
engage in relationships with companies (Eagle aaldl R015). Hence, LPs are not always a
good thing for customers. Three major issues tebd discussed when questioning the ethical

issue of LPs.

First, there is an implicit assumption that comparbuild relationship tools based on
honesty, fairness and transparency (Finkle andiM2011). However, the fundamentals of
ethical relationship marketing are not always coesed by companies (Eagle and Dahl 2015).
For example, with their relationship marketing ®ghes, companies should be customer
oriented and put the human being first (Eagle aakl R015). Nevertheless, in reality, we often
face situations where customers are not treateduasan beings but rather as numbers.
Moreover, companies should be transparent and hobes$ the strategies behind the

relationship marketing tools are not always transpiato their members.

Second, it is important to point out that LPs camincustomers’ feelings. According
to some authors, some programs fail due to thedéadicus on theustomer’sfeelings about
relationship marketing efforts (Noble and Phillg304). Although their main objective is to
strengthen the relationship between companiestaiddustomers, LPs can sometimes harm
the psychological and financial well-being of themembers (Pez et al. 2017). Because
companies that utilize LPs are explicitly shiftingsources away from non-participating
customers in favor of customer’s participation ifPsl. it may lead to accusations of

discriminatory customer treatment LPs. This camegate a feeling of frustration (Stauss et al.
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2005). Moreover, members who never benefit fromards may suffer from a feeling of

unfairness (Steinhoff and Palmatier 2016).

As well as the feeling of frustration and unfairmeEPs can lead to psychological
discomfort related to the pressure felt by custemadren companies urge them to adopt specific
behaviors (e.g. purchasing more or another braradpairticular product) or behavior that they
did not initially plan (e.g. buy another brand oparticular product). The pressure that LPs
exert on their members can have a negative infei@mccustomers’ well-being, particularly
because it increases the feeling of discomforhenrelationship with the company (Pez et al.

2017).

Third, following the nature of relationships, rétetship marketing should benefibth
companies and customers. Customers will be refuttaparticipate if they see the costs as
outweighing the benefits of engaging with LPs. @aies try to develop valuable LPs in order
to increase their customers’ participation in LABuUt, in many cases, customer do not feel that
the benefits offered by companies are sufficiemdorant the time and effort required to engage
in a relationship with them (Noble and Phillips 2D0 Often, customers perceive the awards
offered as “hollow” or “unenticing” (Noble and Pliyls 2004). This could harm customers’
relationship with the company. Companies shouldlifgdheir offerings such that members
think the benefits are commensurate with theirqretige, and enticing enough to warrant the

formation of a relationship with the retailer.

And finally, yet importantly, another common criim towards LPs regards the
collected data on customers. One of the main tigscbehind LPs is their use as a primary
data-gathering platform that can help to improwedfficiency and effectiveness of a LP. In
order to benefit from the benefits offered by thegoam, customers must divulge some
personal information. Most customers are willinggive up a certain amount of privacy in

exchange of LP benefits even though they feartthatinformation could be misused (Noble
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and Phillips 2004). There is a potential for irased concern about the misuse personal
information and loss of control over how informaties being collected and disseminated.
Companies should be responsible to safeguard tisopal information. They should

implement privacy policies and set up things tausecustomer data. Companies should not

sell or share their members’ information withowgitrexpress permission.

Companies also use their data to track customarshpses. This can lead to a greater
understanding of purchase behavior and enable auegto adapt their marketing strategies.
As with personal information concerning their menshd is important for companies to keep

this tracking data secure.

To conclude, while LPs are used to enhance valuledih companies and customers, it
is important to acknowledge that they can harm austs’ feelings and deteriorate
relationships. Moreover, it is important to keepriind that companies should be cautious with

the use of their members’ personal data in ordeegpect their privacy.
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Critical perspective on the methodologies used irhis dissertation

As pointed out in the introduction section, we umalek this doctoral dissertation by
adopting a positivist approach, and more specificaldeductive method of testing. Following
this method, it is necessary to first have somasddout what to look for (Popper 1959). Itis
crucial to have some hypotheses or assumptionsidivatbeen derived from theory, to provide
direction for data gathering (Blaikie 2009). Imstdissertation, hypotheses were built based on

previous theory and subsequently tested with the dfequantitative data analyses.

“The truth value of research outcomes is strongbewboth the data and the design
are valid” (Newman and Benz 1998, p. 29). Validity is cru¢tacreate valuable research
outcomes. Validity includes, on one hand, botlerdl and internal validity, and, on the other

hand, measurement validity.

External validity refers tdthe extent that a study is generalizable to otpeople,
groups, investigating, etc(Newman and Newman 1994, p. 119). In the firdagswe
enhanced external validity with additional studfes the (cross-) validation of our scale.
Additionally, the second essay validated our LPagiegnent scale. We ran both our second
and third essays in a utilitarian context, whicade to low external validity. To address this
issue, additional studies should be undertakennmoee hedonic context. Moreover, because
it is an “artificial setting” (scenario-based exipeent), the experimental design of our second
essay lacks external validity. In our third essag,conducted a field experiment to enhance

external validity but, in the case of field studigsnight be difficult to ensure internal validity

Internal validity refers tothe extent that one can say the independent variednlises
the effects of the dependent variables; in othexdgicone has the ability to assume causation
to the extent that researcher has corit(®ewman and Benz 1998, p. 34). The main question
is thus: “Do researchers actually observe or meashiat they think they are?”. In the second
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essay, we developed our experimental setting tarmaa internal validity. With this scenario-
based experiment, we wanted to make sure thaetlet ¢f LP engagement measured was due
to the perceived benefits in the e-mail we usestiasuli. But, as real retailers were used, it is
complicated to control for all extraneous elemertitsnight well be that the measured levels of

LP engagement and loyalty are due to external elesne

But, as real retailers were used, it is complicatecbntrol for all extraneous elements.
It might well be that the measured levels of LP agement and loyalty are due to external

elements.

A research design is only internally valid if itshemeasurement validity and reliability.
Measurement validity is a subset of internal vaidiMeasurement validity i4he degree to
which a measure accurately represents what iugpssed to”’(Hair et al. 1998, p. 8). To
ensure the measurement validity of our LP engagerseale, we assessed convergent,

discriminant and nomological validity.

Another concern about internal validity is that,emhasking respondents about their
attitudes and behaviors, there is a potential gapden what they say they do and what they
actually do (Blaikie 2009). Chandon et al. (20fi5)example found a self-generated validity
effect when behavioural intentions are measurdtirefers to the strengthened relationship
between the measured latent construct and its bmiral consequences. It might well be that
there is a gap between respondents’ declarativeldesf LP engagement, loyalty and

behaviours and their real engagement and loyalside

If we ensure validity, we still need to considee treliability of our measurements.
Reliability is “the degree to which the observed variable measar&itue” value and is “error
free”” (Hair et al. 1998, p. 8). To ensure reliabildfthe scales used in this dissertation, we

choose reliable scales from previous researchessedwer, the Cronbach’s alpha levels of all
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variables measured in the questionnaire were @builand checked to be above the desired
level of .70. Concerning the development of ourlnigagement scale, Cronbach’s alpha levels

and Joreskog’s rhd’s values were assessed andhggpgiween .77 and .86.

The main data sources of this dissertation con$isispondents’ survey data. In essay
1 and essay 2, we relied on a mix of conveniendesanwball sampling to recruit respondents.
Convenience sampling refers“@non-probability sample technique that attemm®obtain a
sample from convenient elemen{®alhotra et al. 2003, p. 758). Respondents alected
because they happen to be in the right placegeaight time (Malhotra et al. 2003). Snowball
sampling is & non-probability sampling technique in which ariah group of respondents is
selected randomly. Subsequent respondents argegleased on the referrals or information
provided by the initial respondents. By obtainraterrals from referrals, this process may be
carried out in waves(Malhotra et al. 2003, p. 768). First, convemersampling was used
because the initial group of respondents was formi¢ld master students of our university.
Following, we applied a snowball technique becastselents were asked to send out the
guestionnaire to their relatives, who were, in fuasked to forward the questionnaire to their
own relatives. The main advantage of this metisathat it is the least time expensive and
time-consuming method (Malhotra et al. 2003). Mwoe¥, the respondents are accessible and
cooperative. This method allowed us to expand &asipe easily while reducing costs and
time. But, despite these advantages, our methedsbme serious limitations. The main
concern with this method is the self-selection bi@kat is, the early respondents to our e-mail
survey are likely to be more interested, involvadd/or experienced with LPs compared to
non-respondents (Wilson 1999). Moreover, snowdsihpling is generally criticized because
respondents are likely to have similar demograplima psychographic characteristics
(Malhotra et al. 2003). It might well be that mamples are not representative of the Belgian

population. In order to improve the external visief our non-probabilistic sample, students
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coming from various backgrounds and with differeotio-demographic characteristics, were
asked to send out the survey to a large group oplpe with various socio-demographic
profiles, in their entourage. By doing so, it alkxd us to have a variety of LP members coming
from different horizons. Selection bias might lolel@ssed, firstly through the generation of a
large sample and secondly by the replication ofiltesto strengthen any generalizations
(Atkinson and Flint 2001). In our case, samplesiwere considerable and our LP engagement
was validated in several studies. Moreover, we aagpresentation of a wide range of
categories of respondents, which allowed us tortesterous control variables. In our third
essay, a form of judgemental sampling is usedgemeéntal sampling is“form of convenience
sampling in which the population elements are $etedased on the judgement of the
researchet (Malhotra et al. 2003, p. 364). In our case, sedected LP members that were
never contacted before by the company (no prewesils) to be able to isolate the effect of
our stimuli in the e-mails sent for our experime®y doing so, we ensured that no other e-
mails interfered with the e-mails sent for the ekpent. In line with our sampling techniques
of our first two essays, it does not allow a dirgeberalization to a population but, as sample

size is considerable, it reduces bias.

Concerning the data collection technique, onlinevesys were used throughout this
dissertation. According to Evans and Mathur (20@lline surveys provide considerable
advantages. First, online surveys can be admiritia a time-efficient manner, minimizing
the period to collect and process data. Secowtintdogy innovations make questionnaires
more attractive and easier to use, also to respisdeithout computational skills. Third,
respondents can answer at convenient times forgblewss. Fourth, respondents answer the
guestions in the order intended by the study aediésigner. Fifth, once the last questionnaire
for a study is submitted, the researcher instdrdl/the data stored in a database. And finally,

online surveys can be constructed so that the nelgmts must answer a question before
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advancing to the others and ensure that respondenysanswer the questions that are
specifically directed to them. While online datdlection provide substantial advantages,
major threats still remain. First, there is a sita-bias related with the Internet population
(mostly age). Second, because respondents araiitigidgby an interviewer, it might well be
that do not read the question properly and that fiien any score (not what they really think,
but the “totally agree” on each scale for exampdedespond quickly to the questionnaire and
satisfy the demand of his/her relative. We adam$kis problem by measuring concepts with
multi-item variables, allowing us to measure rdligly and adding reverse items to control for
these “false responses”. Moreover, the time spmntthe respondents to answer the
guestionnaire was measured and all improbable gsniri response (for example, respondents
taking less than two minutes to answer the quesdina) were taken out the database. Third,
when including a “don’t know or neutral” respong®ion, respondents will be likely to select
this option a lot more than with face to face depbone interviews (Miller 2000). There is a
tendency for web respondents to respond in the Imidflthe scale. And finally, online
guestionnaires can lead to low response rates bedha increasing and big amount of online

surveys. E-mails with surveys might be perceivetispam”. (Evans and Mathur 2005).

To test our hypotheses, statistical significancststewere used throughout this
dissertation. Tests of significance are desigoeapply probability theory to our sample data
in order to make judgements as to whether ourrigglcan be expected to occur, other than by
chance, in the population from which our samplesevekrawn (Blaikie 2009). Our research
hypotheses were transformed into null and alteraatiypothesis. The null hypothesis and
alternative hypothesis are statements regardingifferences or effects that occur in the
population. To determine whether a result in oun@a was statistically significant, a p-value
was calculated, which is the probability of obsegvian effect (hence refuting the null

hypothesis) although the null hypothesis is trli@e null hypothesis is rejected if the p-value
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is less than a predetermined level, The a level is the probability of rejecting the null
hypothesis when actually true, or in simple terthg, chance of the test showing statistical
significance when it actually is not present (Mathoet al. 2003). Although statistical
significance testing is the primary method by whioarketing researchers empirically test
hypotheses and draw inferences about theoriesgiilsod is not without limitations (Sawyer
and Peter 1983). Several factors detract fronvaihge of statistical testing. First, the process
of statistical hypothesis testing is found to blejective because many subjective decisions are
made by the researcher (e.g. hypothesis formulatidevel). Second, exact null hypotheses
are rarely true in the population. Third, claskgignificance tests are often uninformative
without descriptive statistics and other inferdnigsts. Fourth, researchers often hypothesize
that their data follows a specific distributionge.normal, Student) but rarely verify this
distribution before performing hypothesis testifkinally, classical statistics offer no direct

evidence about individual behaviour.
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Limitations and future research

Despite its important theoretical contributions amdhnagerial implications, this
doctoral dissertation is not without limitationghéke limitations nevertheless offer potential
avenues for future research. We start with somédtions that can be addressed with minor
additional studies and following, we present somgad lines of future research, which open

the door to new and exciting research opportunities

First, our doctoral work focuses on utilitarian ghases. Yet, previous research
established links between motivational drivers BRdparticipation (Kreis and Mafael 2014).
Moreover, perceived LP benefits seem to vary depgndn the company’s sector
(Stathopoulou and Balabanis 2016). In our firsbgsrespondents were free to choose an LP
they were enrolled in but the majority chose anih.fhe grocery sector.  The first study of
the second essay used a grocery retailer for pisr@rental setting. The second study of the
second essay and both studies in essay 3 wereaeddusing a petrol provider's LP. Further
research should test if LP engagement is driveth&ysame set of rewards in a more hedonic,
high-end sector.

Second, we acknowledge limitations pertaining todkperimental setup of the studies
conducted in essay 2 and essay 3. Real compaarescvosen for both experiments. In essay
2, we chose a Belgian grocery retailer to be ablessess their initial loyalty levels. In essay
3, the field experiment was conducted in collaboratvith an existing fuel provider. Because
real LPs were chosen, it may not be possible tdroball extraneous variables. LP members
might have reacted differently to manipulations éaese of other elements such as in-store
promotions or points-status in the LP Future regeahould investigate the effects of LP design
in an fictitiuous situation to isolate the effect&xperimental research is powerful tool for

determining causation, but it can not specifiy “Wthe outcome occurred. Additional research
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should understand better why certain effects oandrwhy some types of rewards are preferred
above others.

Third, the scope of this doctoral dissertation lraged to two characteristics of reward
programs. Our studies in essay 2 and essay 3sddoon reward structure (reward form and
brand-reward compatibility) and program communaatiYet, prior literature identified three
other LP design components that affect customeespanses to LPs: membership
requierements, program structure and point stragBreugelmans et al. 2015). Membership
requirements have been found to to affect the aeci® join an LP (Liu and Yang 2009).
There are two dominant program structures: frequeeward programs (buy, collect points
and get rewards) and customer tier programs (lalieat points and qualify for a tier), which
have been shown to have an impact on sales (Kopalé 2012). Previous studies showed
that point structure (number of points before getta reward, number of tiers,...) impacts
customers’ responses to LPs (Dreze and Nunes 2008@)our third essay, a combination of
rewards is shown that tendsitacreasethe gap between program and company loyalty. iBut,
is necessary to investigate what type of LP desitjndecreasehis gap. Future investigations
could explore the effect @ combinatiorof LP components on customers’ LP engagement. In
addition, the effect of other reward structureg.(easpirational value or reward timing) or
communication characteristics (e.g., communicaiames or multi-channel communication)
should integrated in this analysis of the rightnbleof rewards that enhance engagement and
loyalty.

Fourth, this dissertation only considered involvetmand loyalty as moderating
customer-related charactestics for their reactiorte LP design. Yet, although LP design is
critical, it is customers’ reactions that ultimlgtdetermine a program success. Some research

has segmented customers according to their gerimits or characteristics such as
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sociodemographics (Leenheer et al. 2007) or shgppitentation (Magi 2003). Future
research should thus take into account other cluestoatated factors as moderating variables.
Finally, the research conducted in this doctorséaech focused on single-vendor LPs.
Yet, the total number of members of coalition ldyaprograms (an LP where multiple
companies jointly participate in one program andniers can redeem/earn rewards from
participating companies) worldwide is likely to lansen above 2 billion in 2015 and around
2 billion of customers are likely to be membersbleast one coalition LP, which is equivalent
to approximately 28.4% of the world’s adult popidat(Finaccord 2015). Although Dorotic
et al. (2010) did not find any additional effectoofalition LPs above single-vendor LPs, recent
managerial surveys show that 27% of LP memberstrankbility to earn points from multiple
retailers as one of their top tree appealing festyColloquy 2015). Further investigation on

the effect of coalition programs on building loregrh relationships is needed.

Besides the above-mentioned limitations, severaadbrlines of limitations and
associated potential future research recommendagiaproposed in the section below. Table
1 summarizes the broad lines of future researchraadpitulates, for each future research
proposition, potential research questions, the sththe art, the proposed theory or concepts to

address the questions, as well as the expectedgrins.
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Table 1 : Future research recommendations

Theory/
Research question questions State of the art (gap) core concepts

Expected contribution(s)

Antecedents of LP engagement

Why are customers engaged with Customer engagement rate with LPs is low but  Attitude-behavior
LPs? Why are they engaged with attitude towards LPs are positive (Colloguy 2017)consistency
some LPs and not with others?  Our research identified the engagement behavior¢Sheth and
but did not investigate the customers’ motivationsParvatiyar 1995)
and implicit reasons behind their engagement
behaviors. Implicit motives
(Slabbinck et al.
2011)

The effects of LPs on engagement and loyalty

There is a gap between customers’ overt
engagement behaviors and implicit
attitudes towards the program. What
mainly drives LP engagement might not
be the LP design.

How can LPs have a detrimental The vast majority of LP research focuses on the Service failure
effect on customer engagement? positive outcomes of LPs (e.g. Liu 2007). (McCollough et
How could LPs deteriorate the Some authors studied the reasons why customersl. 2000)
relationship between the customer are reluctant to build relationships with companies
and the company? (Ashley et al. 2011) or how LPs can harm Customer
customers’ feelings (e.g., Pez et al. 2017). deception
However, no research investigated how LPs can (Cardozo 1965)
have a detrimental effect for companies (a decrease
in loyalty and engagement).

How to leverage the synergy Actual LP research focuses on the effectiveness d?erceived LP

between traditional and digital toolsone (traditional) element of the LP design versus value (Bolton et

in relationship marketing strategiesanother (Yi and Jeon 2003). Previous studies didal. 2000)

to add value for the customer and not assess the combination of different traditional

enhance engagement? and digital elements of the LP design. Relative
attractiveness of
LPs (Wirtz et al.
2007)
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LPs are not always a good thing for
companies. Badly managed LPs could
lead to a decline in customer engagement
and loyalty levels through customer
deception and frustration.

Provide an integrated analysis of different
components of the LP design including
traditional and digital elements and show
how the combination of different
elements of the LP design can add value
for customers and enhance engagement.



Consequences of LP engagement

Does LP engagement predict
company engagement in the long
run?

Should companies reward
engagement behaviors?

Ethical issues

In many cases, managers monitor their customerd’P and company Whereas card usage, point redemption
engagement through card usage, point redemptioangagement (van and receptivity for information currently

and receptivity to information. However, the
findings of this dissertation show that they might
not be the best indicators of company engagement.
There is a need to study more in depth how LP

engagement behaviors predict company

engagement. Moreover, whereas engagement is an
iterative process (Brodie et al. 2011), the vast
majority of studies on engagement focus on one
point of time. However, engagement should be

studied in a longitudinal study.

Currently, LPs reward customers’ purchase

receptive to information).

Rewarded
behavior. With the increasing use of new media, behavior (Taylor
customers share more and more information
(eWOM). Moreover, with new technologies, it
becomes a lot easier for companies to monitor
customers’ engagement behaviors (e.g. being

and Neslin 2005)
and learning
effects (Dreze and
Nunes 2011)

Doorn et al. 2010) are considered as tools for evaluating

customers’ engagement with LPs, they
are not good predictors for LP
engagement. In addition, LP engagement
is a concept that fluctuates in time.

Rewarding engagement behaviors will
lead to an increase in LP engagement,
and the effect is higher than rewarding
customers only for purchase behavior.

Under which conditions are
customers willing to provide
personal data and permissions to
companies?

One of the main objectives of LPs is to collectdatPrivacy concerns Besides the perceived value and the

Most research focuses on customers’ privacy
concerns (Ashley et al. 2011) but did not investiga2011)
under which conditions customers are willing to

provide data and access to their personal

information. In other words, previous studies
investigated the reasons why customers are willing
to provide information, but did not consider the
moderators of the relationship between the program

and the willingness to provide access and
information.
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(Ashley et al.

Perceived value

privacy concerns as antecedents of the
willingness to provide information, there
are some moderators such as customer
trust or engagement with the company.



First, in essay 1 we show that LP engagement isposed of six behavioural
manifestations. However, our research did notshgate “why” customers engage with LPs.
Moreover, whereas customers’ LP engagement rdtavisstudies have shown that attitudes
towards LPs are positive (Colloquy 2017). Pramtiéirs have called for studies to understand
why customers think they participate and why thetpally do (Colloquy 2017). There is a
need to understand customers’ motivations and ampieasons behind their engagement
behaviours. Future research should investigatee nmodepth the “why” behind customers’
engagement or refusal to engage with LPs. Moreifspaly, a qualitative study should be
conducted to understand the underlying motivatiand processes behind LP engagement.
This study should provide a better understandinp@fintecedents of LP engagement In other
words, provide answers to the following questidighy are customers engaged (or not) with

LPs? And why are they engaged with some LPs anditiotothers?”

Second, some researchers argue that relationshigetimg is not always effective for
all customers and that customers sometimes seakadid relationships (Noble and Phillips
2004). Most studies focus on the positive impaatattitudes and behaviours of relationship-
building efforts (e.g., Bridson et al. 2008). this dissertation, we focus on the positive effects
of LPs with engagement and loyalty as outcomesv riésearchers have investigated how LPs
can have aegative effecbn customers’ attitudes and behaviours. Futureares could focus
on the negative aspects of LPs and study how oeksttip-marketing tools can have a
detrimental effect on customers’ engagement and evare, how they could deteriorate the

relationship between the customer and the company.

Third, whereas several authors indicate that LRmlire an appropriate blend of
perceived LP benefits to be successful (De Wudll.e2003; Bridson et al. 2008), our research

in essay 2 considered the effect of one type ofirdvgeparately. But, in reality, companies
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offer several reward types simultaneously. Camgsaoften leverage their economic rewards
with hedonic rewards and personalized communicdtdmoost customers’ engagement. The
evaluation of an LP design thus requires an integranalysis of several components.
Moreover, in this evolving digital world, we haveperienced an explosion in
technological advancement, with new technologiesblkng LP members to shop,
communicate, explore and consume in entirely newswaConsumers want more from their
LPs,« brands must embrace technology, spread theirnarag across multiple channels and
touchpoints, and motivate customers to join corateras and be active beyond transactions »
(Geoff Smith, Crowdtwist 2016, p. 2). Consumers desnanding convenience across all
touchpoints, more personalized offers and rewardstowing loyalty beyond the point of sale
(Datacandy 2016). Customers are becoming borediaadgaged with LPs that ignore obvious
technology advancements. Companies must adoptdkady for the purpose of maintaining
a meaningful and profitable relationships with casérs (Datacandy 2016). Customers expect
to interact with companies beyond a single tramsaathannel, today customers are “multi-
channel” loyal. It means that they interact wittmpanies and purchase through a multitude
of channels such as Internet, mobile apps or irest@oncerning LPs, it is important that they
offer both online and offline benefits. Indeed%60f LP members find it important to be able
to spend their points both online and in-store [[@gbn 2016). LPs should include better use
of technology to allow increased personalizatiodh mal-time earning and redeeming. In order
to keep strides with customer expectations anahgthen their customers’ loyalty, companies
should integrate new technologies in the desighaf LPs. LPs should find a balance between
tradition and innovation. In this dissertation, wssessed what type of LP rewards and
communication enhance relationships with customEtgure research should investigate how

to increase value for customers and build long-tegfationships by leveraging the synergy
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between traditional and digital tools. Academit®wdd identify situations where digital

marketing tools complement, or substitute for,theditional LPs (Shankar et al. 2010).

Fourth, digitalization and, in particular mobilevites, offer potential customer data
and capabilities for LP mangers to connect withrtmembers. A risingly important tool used
by LP managers are the location-based serviceth té prevalence of location-based services
and apps, companies connect with customers intiraal and target them at their point of
engagement. Future research should investigatieeffe location-based connections with
customers are beneficial for the compamg the customer. What is the level of customers’
acceptance of location-based recommendations? dMergit is worth investigating if these
location-based services are not too intrusive isst@mers and do not lead to consumers’
reactance against LPs. In addition, it is impdrtamote that many of marketing applications
for mobile devices are “permission-based”, whichangethat customers are required to agree
to receive information from a company. 75% of emlials are losing confidence in data
security but almost half would exchange persont @tar rewards (Collinson 2016). A key
challenge will be to understand the conditions uvdeich customers are willing to give LP

managers such permissions (Hennig-Thurau et aD)201

Fifth, the findings of essay 1 suggest that LP bki&ma such as card usage, point
redemption and receptivity to information have & lmorrelation with company engagement.
However, previous authors considered these belsmagmdicators for customer engagement
in LPs. A more in depth study should analyze thie between LP and company engagement.
Moreover, the doctoral research did not considegierm effects. Because the objective of
LPs is to create long-term relationships by tramefog single purchases into multiperiod

decisions, it is obvious that their effectivenebswdd be studied longitudinally (Liu 2007).
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Moreover, participation in an LP changes customemisumption behaviour over time
(Dorotic 2011). In the first essay, LP and compangagement were measured at one point in
time. In the second essay, the engagement lewellysmeausured once, after inducement of
the stimuli. The first study of our third essagsi| single indicator for speed of earning and
point redemption in a period of 13 months, attitadiiloyalty is only measured once. In the
second study, attitudinal loyalty is measured atdfferent points in time but, since the second
survey was sent out only one month after the @rs, it is unlikely that a longitudinal effect
can be observed. Future research on the drivet® @ngagement in long-term relationships
should adress this issue by assessing LP engagantecbmpany loyalty based on longitudinal

data.

Sixth, customers increasingly use new media forisgaomments and reviews about
services, products and companies (Hennig-Thurall 2010). These articulations have been
labelled as electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) (Henfigurau et al. 2010). Sharing
information about the program constitutes a behavif LP engagement; future research
should investigate how eWOM through new media ingpa® engagement. How do these
interactions between customers have an influen@aistomer’s engagement with LPs? Should
companies give the power to their customers to gmdaends and followers in a genuine
manner through a widely used platform to build ggeangagement and loyalty? In addition,
even though companies reward their customers fahases, customers want to be recognized
for their engagement with a brand (Crowdtwist 2018would be of interest to investigate if
companies should reward LP engagement behavioueg]dition to rewarding purchases, to

build relationships with their customers.
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To conclude, this doctoral dissertation uncoveraesamportant factors that influence
customers’ engagement and loyalty with LPs and @mgs. Considering that LPs are very
popular but fail in engaging customers in relatiops, this doctoral research addresses this
issue byassessing the effectiveness of loyalty progranmiilding engagement and loyalty
However, after developing a measure for engagemetRs, this dissertation only evaluated a
small part of the potential factors that deterntime effectiveness of LPs on engagement and
loyalty. We thus hope that the research achiewetthis doctoral dissertation will stimulate

future research endeavors in that direction.
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